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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Thursday, July 30, 1998 
The House met at 1 p.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem
pore (Mrs. EMERSON). 

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be
fore the House the following commu
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
July 30, 1998. 

I hereby designate the Honorable Jo ANN 
EMERSON to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

PRAYER 
The Reverend W. Douglas Tanner, 

Jr., Faith & Politics Institute, Wash
ington, D.C., offered the following 
prayer: 

Let us pray. Almighty God, we come 
before You this day with hearts still 
heavy from the tragic events of last 
Friday. Even as we begin to heal, we 
are conscious that the pain of this 
week has been seared into our souls. 

And yet, in our sorrow and vulner
ability, we have deeply experienced our 
common humanity. Fierce political ad
versaries have reached out . to each 
other. Mutual respect and genuine ap
preciation have been accorded across 
the lines of party, ideology and station. 
We have known in our hearts that 
every elected official, every police per
son, every staff member, every tourist 
is, first, a fellow human being. For that 
we are grateful. 

We pray that a constant awareness of 
each other 's humanity in this often 
fractious Capitol Hill community 
might become the lasting legacy of of
ficers J.J. Chestnut and John Gibson. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day's proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 

gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. TRAFICANT led the Pledge of 
Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Lundregan, one of its clerks, an
nounced that the Senate had passed 
without amendment a bill of the House 
of the following title: 

H.R. 3152. An act to provide that certain 
volunteers at private nonprofit food banks 
are not employees for purposes of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate passed a concurrent resolution 
of the following title, in which concur
rence of the House is requested: 

S. Con. Res. 97. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of Congress concerning 
the human rights and humanitarian situa
tion facing the women and girls of Afghani
stan. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendment of 
the House to the bill (S. 1260) "An Act 
to amend the Securities Act of 1933 and 
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 to 
limit the conduct of securities class ac
tions under State law, and for other 
purposes," requests a conference with 
the House on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. SHELBY, 
Mr. SARBANES, and Mr. DODD, to be the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain five 1-minutes 
from each side. 

RESPONSIBLE GAMING EDUCATION 
WEEK, AUGUST 3 TO AUGUST 7 
(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GIBBONS. Madam Speaker, as 
Members of Congress, we should always 
be encouraged when the private sector 
tackles one of the social problems fac
ing our Nation. Such is the case with 
the Nation's gaming industry. How
ever, a vast majority of Americans who 
choose to gamble do so responsibly. 

In an effort to emphasize the casino 
gaming entertainment industry's com
mitment to responsible gaming, the 
American Gaming Association, along 
with International Gaming Tech-

nology, a company headquartered in 
my district, has designated August 3 
through August 7 as Responsible Gam
ing Education Week. This campaign 
was designed to raise the awareness of 
disordered gaming and to educate ca
sino employees and customers about 
the importance of responsible gaming. 

During this week, all casino employ
ees will be asked to actively promote 
responsible gaming practices within 
their companies. As part of this effort, 
over 200,000 educational brochures on 
disordered gambling and the impor
tance of responsible gaming will be 
provided · to casino employees across 
America. 

THE QUESTIONABLE VALUE OF 
NEW GOVERNMENT STUDIES 

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Madam Speaker, a 
new government study says if you are 
rich, you will live longer. If you are 
educated, you will live longer. If you do 
not smoke, you will probably live 
longer. If you can avoid cancer, you 
will live longer. 

No kidding, Sherlock. After $1 mil
lion, our government is telling us what 
Grandma told us years ago: If you 
smoke, you will probably die; if you do 
not get an education, you are not going 
to get a job; and if you do not have a 
job, you are going to be poor and you 
are not going to eat. 

Beam me up. What is next? Do we 
give these people more millions to tell 
us if you commit suicide, you will not 
live long? If there is any consolation to 
poor people in America who happen to 
smoke and do not have a job, I never 
heard of anybody committing suicide 
by jumping out of a basement window. 
There is some dignity in poverty. Poor 
people are God's people, too. 

Madam Speaker, I think we should 
slow down the money for these sci
entific mind-benders. 

GRENADA'S INVITATION TO CAS
TRO DENIES PAST MARXIST OP
PRESSION AND AMERICAN SAC
RIFICES 
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Madam Speak
er, in 1983, 19 American soldiers gave 
their lives to liberate the island of Gre
nada from the Marxist regime which, 

. 0 This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 
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under the manipulation of the Cuban 
dictator, Fidel Castro, had taken over 
that small nation. Thanks to U.S. 
troops and the leadership of President 
Ronald Reagan, the people of Grenada 
regained the freedom they had lost to 
the puppet regime backed by Castro. 

Now it seems that the government of 
Grenada· has forgotten about the re
pression imposed upon their Nation by 
Castro and has invited the dictator to 
visit the island this weekend. Castro's 
goal in this visit is to obtain support 
for his regime's membership to the 
Caribbean economic community, 
CARICOM, that will help him attain 
new financial resources to maintain in 
power. 

How tragic that the government of 
Grenada has turned its back on its own 
people, who suffered under the Castro
sponsored Marxist regime. It has ig
nored and forgotten the 19 dead U.S. 
soldiers and the 115 wounded American 
patriots. Shame on the government of 
Grenada. 

ONLY PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT 
ENSURES A GOOD EDUCATION 
FOR EVERY AMERICAN CHILD 
(Mr. JONES asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. JONES. Madam Speaker, re
cently President Clinton vetoed the 
Education Savings Account Bill. In a 
letter to the House, he justified his ac
tion by calling the bill's provisions 
"bad education policy and bad tax pol
icy. " 

Madam Speaker, how ironic. Ameri
cans have made it clear that parental 
involvement is essential to ensure our 
children receive a good education. Yet 
our President just vetoed a bill that 
would have extended tax relief to fami
lies who take part in the education of 
our Nation's children. 

The Education Savings Account Bill 
would have offered parents the oppor
tunity to save money in accounts that 
earn tax-free interest to pay for tui
tion, books and. tools to help their chil
dren learn. It seems to me, by the 
President's veto, that he thinks par
ents and families do not deserve the 
right to take part in the education of 
their children. . 

Madam Speaker, the President is 
wrong. Only when we allow parental in
volvement can we ensure a good edu
cation is within the reach of every 
child in America. 

WICKER AMENDMENT TO SHAYS
MEEHAN CAMPAIGN FINANCE 
PROPOSAL ALLOWS STATES TO 
REQUIRE PROPER IDENTIFICA
TION FOR VOTERS 
(Mr. WICKER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WICKER. Madam Speaker, later 
today Members will be given the oppor
tunity to support a commonsense re
form amendment to the Shays-Meenan 
campaign finance proposal. In far too 
many States and districts across this 
country, ineligible persons are voting. 
People are going to _the polls without 
identification, and it turns out they 
are not eligible to vote. 

Despite the resources and technology 
available to our government, cases of 
voter fraud continue to be brought to 
our attention year after year. My 
amendment simply permits States to 
require a valid photo identification be
fore receiving a ballot; nothing more, 
nothing less. This is not a mandate. It 
grants permission to the States in the 
true sense of Federalism. 

Madam Speaker, it is our duty as 
elected officials to preserve the integ
rity of the electoral process. Requiring 
proper ID is one step we can take to en
sure valid elections. 

THE DOLLARS TO THE 
CLASSROOM ACT 

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to focus on the schoolchildren of 
our Nation. Parents in all 50 States are 
concerned that their children's class
rooms are overcrowded, that their kids 
do not receive enough individual atten
tion from their teachers, that class
rooms are not yet connected to the 
Internet and many schools are not safe 
and well-supplied, and that basic aca
demics are not being effectively 
learned. 

For 30 years, the Federal Govern
ment has been trying to improve Amer
ica's schools by creating big Federal 
programs. While the goal was admi
rable, this strategy has failed the 
schoolchildren of America. It is time 
for a new approach. 

We know that effective teaching 
takes place when we begin helping chil
dren master basic academics, when par
ents are engaged and involved in their 
children's education, when a safe and 
orderly learning environment is cre
ated in a classroom, and when dollars 
actually reach the classroom. 

The Dollars to the Classroom Act ad
dresses the linchpin of these four key 
education premises, directing dollars 
to the classroom so that a teacher that 
knows the name of your child can edu
cate more effectively. 

Madam Speaker, I urge Members to 
improve the education of America's 
kids by supporting the Dollars to the 
Classroom Act. 

PROVIDING SPECIAL INVESTIGA
TIVE AUTHORITY FOR THE COM
MITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE 
WORKFORCE 
Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, by 

direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 507 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 507 
Resolved, 

SECTION 1. APPLICATION. 
This resolution shall apply to the inves

tigation by the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce into the administration of 
labor laws by Government agencies, includ
ing the Departments of Labor and Justice, 
concerning the International Brotherhood of 
the Teamsters, and other related matters. 
SEC. 2. HANDLING OF INFORMATION. 

Information obtained under the authority 
of this resolution shall be-

(1) considered as taken in the District of 
Columbia as well as at the location actually 
taken; and 

(2) considered as taken in executive session 
by the subcommittee on Oversight and Inves
tigations of the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 
SEC. 3. DISPOSITION AND INTERROGATORIES. 

The Chairman of the Committee on Edu
cation and the Workforce, after consultation 
with the ranking minority member of the 
committee, may-

(1) order the taking of depositions or inter
rogatories anywhere within the United 
States, under oath and pursuant to notice or 
subpoena; and 

(2) designate a member or staff of the com
mittee to conduct any such proceeding. 

COMMITI'EE AMENDMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the committee 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: 
Page 2, line 16, strike ", staff, or con

tractor" and insert " or staff". 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman from New York (Mr. SOLOMON) 
is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yi~ld the 
half-hour of time to the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. HALL), pending which I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

During consideration of this resolu
tion, all time yielded is for purposes of 
debate only. 

Madam Speaker, this resolution pro
viding special investigative authority 
for the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce was introduced on July 
21, 1998, by our good chairman, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. BILL 
GOODLING), and the members of the 
Subcommittee on Oversight and Inves
tigations. 

The resolution applies its authority 
only to the investigation by the Com
mittee on Education and the Workforce 
into the administration of labor laws 
by government agencies, including the 
Departments of Labor and Justice, con
cerning the International Brotherhood 
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of Teamsters and other related mat
ters; let me repeat that, " and other re
lated matters, " not " other matters, " 
but " other related matters. " 

This resolution allows the chairman 
of the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce, after consultation with the 
ranking minority member, to order the 
taking of depositions or interrogatories 
anywhere within the United States 
under oath and pursuant to notice of 
subpoena. 

Madam Speaker, the resolution fur
ther allows the chairman of the Com
mittee on Education and the Work
force, after consultation with the rank
ing minority member, to designate a 
single member or staff of the com
mittee to conduct depositions. 

Finally, Madam Speaker, the resolu
tion considers information taken under 
this new authority as taken in execu
tive session by the Committee on Over
sight and Investigations of the Com
mittee on Education and the Work
force . 

Madam Speaker, as the Members are 
aware, clause 2(h)(l ) of House Rule XI 
requires two members to be present to 
take testimony or receive evidence in a 
committee. In order to allow a single 
member or staff designated by the 
chairman to receive evidence, it is nec
essary for the House to approve a reso-
1 u tion of this nature. 

Madam Speaker, the Committee on 
Rules is generally hesitant to depart 
from the House rules, which properly 
assigns responsibility to Members of 
the House to take testimony and re
ceive evidence. That is the normal rule 
of the House. However, extenuating cir
cumstances dictate the need for this 
resolution today. 

Madam Speaker, the chairman of the 
Cammi ttee on Education and the 
Workforce has indicated that some 40 
witnesses must be deposed, and there 
are a scant few legislative days re
maining in this session. As we know, a 
week from tomorrow we go off on a 4-
week break for a work period back 
home in our districts, and then we re
turn around September 9, and will be in 
session for about 10 or 12 more legisla
tive days before we adjourn sine die for 
the year. 

Madam Speaker, the chairman of 
that committee and several active 
members of the subcommittee con
ducting the investigation have testi
fied before the Committee on Rules 
that they are encountering resistance 
to their legitimate inquiry from some 
potential targets of the investigation. 

D 1315 
Madam Speaker, attorneys for the 

Teamsters, and other potential wit
nesses as well in this investigation, 
have written to the subcommittee and 
indicated their refusal to comply with 
requests for voluntary interviews. In 
order then to understand the context of 
the documents already received by the 

subcommittee, it is necessary to depose 
these individuals. 

So , Madam Speaker, this r esolution 
is consistent with precedents from 
former Democrat and Republican con
trol of the House, and a number of im
portant safeguards have been included. 
The Committee on Education and the 
Workforce has adopted a new com
mittee rule , which we insisted on be
fore we gave them this new deposition 
authority, which sets forth appropriate 
procedures for how the staff deposi
tions will be conducted, including pro
visions for notice, minority protec
tions, and the rights of witnesses. 

Madam Speaker, I would also note 
for the record that the information ob
tained under the authority of this reso
lution is considered as taken in execu
tive session by the committee. That is 
very important. In order to release 
such information, again under normal 
rules of the House, clause 2(K)(7) of 
House Rule XI says that a committee 
vote is required. 

Madam Speaker, the Committee on 
Rules believes that the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce has dem
onstrated a compelling need for the au
thority provided by this resolution, 
and it is my belief that they will exer
cise it judiciously. We have a great 
deal of faith and a great deal of respect 
for the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Chairman GOODLING) of the full com
mittee, and I know that he and his 
committee, and the gentleman from 
Michigan (Chairman HOEKSTRA) of the 
subcommittee, will certainly act in a 
judicious manner, and we trust them to 
do that. So, I urge support for the reso
lution. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Madam Speaker, I want to thank the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. SOL
OMON), chairman of the Committee on 
Rules, for yielding me this time. As my 
colleague has said and explained, this 
resolution will give authority to the 
staff of the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce to take depositions 
in connection with the committee 's in
vestigation into the International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters. 

Madam Speaker, I must oppose this 
resolution, because it grants unneces
sary authority for an investigation of 
questionable necessity. The standing 
rules of the House give deposition au
thority to committees as long as two 
Members are present. And since the 
rule was enacted in 1955, until the be
ginning of the 104th Congress, it has 
been the practice not to grant addi
tional authority, except in cases of 
grave importance to the Nation. If we 
pass this resolution, it will be the third 
exception since 1996. 

There is a question whether this au
thority is needed at all for the com-

mittee to obtain documents and testi
mony for the investigation. The Team
sters have already supplied the com
mittee more than 50,000 documents. 
They have expressed in writing that 
they are willing to participate fully in 
public hearings of the committee, even 
without the force of subpoena. How
ever, they do have grave and justified 
concerns with secret, behind-closed
doors witness interviews. 

There is a question whether this 
whole investigation is needed. The 
Teamsters are already the subject of a 
full investigation by the U.S. Justice 
Department. That is their job. They al
ready have the staff and the resources 
and the authority in place. I am dis
turbed that the committee has already 
spent hundreds of thousands of dollars 
on this investigation instead of on 
other, much higher priority concerns 
within the jurisdiction of the com
mittee , such as the education of our 
children. 

There is a question about whether 
this is an appropriate delegation of re
sponsibility to staff. We, the Members 
of the House , are the elected officials 
entrusted with the authority to con
duct investigations. This is not an au
thority we should delegate so quickly. 

Finally, there is a question whether 
this authority creates opportunity for 
abuse of the powers of Congress to 
meddle in the matters of private indi
viduals and organizations. Let us re
member that the standing House rule 
on investigations was enacted to curb 
the abuses of the McCarthy era. 

The Committee on Education and the 
Workforce requested this authority, 
saying it would be easier to obtain tes
timony and documents. The purpose of 
the House rules should not be to make 
our jobs easier. The House rules should 
promote democracy, preserve indi
vidual freedom, and keep the long arm 
of the government from stifling lib
erty. 

Madam Speaker, I have too many 
questions about this resolution. I urge 
my colleagues to vote no on the resolu
tion and vote no on granting unneces
sary powers for unnecessary investiga
tions. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Madam Speaker, let me just recall to 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL), 
my good friend, that giving this tem
porary exception to the rules is not to 
make jobs easier or life easier for Mem
bers of Congress. Rather, it is to get 
the job done. It is to follow through 
with due diligence. That is why we are 
very careful to give out this kind of au
thority. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from York , Pennsyl
vania (Mr. GOODLING), the person we 
are placing our trust in and who I hope 
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is going to visit me up in Saratoga dur
ing the month of August. 

Mr. GOODLING. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. SOLOMON) for yielding me this 
time, and I want to echo what the gen
tleman, the chairman of the Com
mittee on Rules, just said. We really 
owe it to the rank and file of the Team
sters to complete this as expeditiously 
as we possibly can, and therefore need 
this deposition authority in order to do 
that. 

The Committee on Education and the 
Workforce is examining the failed 1996 
election of the International Brother
hood of Teamsters and related matters, 
including financial mismanagement at 
the union and possible manipulation of 
its pension fund. 

Although the subcommittee 's inves
tigation has established a good founda
tion, its progress is increasingly slowed 
by obstructionist tactics of the IBT, in
cluding the refusal to allow interviews 
of relevant witnesses. We have been 
forced to issue subpoenas for docu
ments to 14 organizations, most of 
whom refused to voluntarily provide 
information to the subcommittee at di
rection of the IBT. Subpoenas have 
also been issued to seven witnesses to 
secure their testimony at the sub
committee's public hearing. 

Furthermore, the IBT has steadfastly 
refused on numerous occasions over the 
last 4 months to allow subcommittee 
investigators to interview current IBT 
employees and employees of its actu
arial and accounting firms. IBT has 
even objected to the subcommittee 
interviewing former IBT employees. 

To thoroughly and professionally ex
amine outstanding issues, the inves
tigation needs the authority to have 
designated staff conduct depositions. 
There are more than three dozen wit
nesses whose testimony would substan
tially further the investigation and 
who may have to be deposed. Much of 
this would be lengthy, detailed ques
tioning which is not possible in a com
mittee hearing. Some of it would also 
be very technical. Some of the deposi
tions may have to be conducted after 
Congress adjourns for the year. All of 
it is needed if the investigation is to 
continue and make progress. 

I want to ensure my colleagues that 
the authority granted through this res
olution has safeguards to ensure that it 
is used appropriately. First, the au
thority is granted to the chairman of 
the full committee and can be used 
only in connection with the Teamsters 
investigation. 

Second, information obtained under 
deposition authority is considered as 
having been taken in executive session 
by the subcommittee. That makes the 
information confidential and subject to 
the protocol under which the investiga
tion is being conducted, a protocol 
which was agreed to by the minority. 

Madam Speaker, the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce has judi-

ciously adopted rules to assure proper 
use of deposition authority. We will 
provide for bipartisan participation in 
depositions. The ranking minority 
member will receive 3 business days' 
written notice before any deposition is 
taken, no matter where he may be, and 
all Members will receive 3 business 
days' written notice that a deposition 
has been scheduled. Finally, our pro
posed committee rules provide for var
ious rights for witnesses, including the 
right to counsel. 

This resolution is well planned and 
will be implemented with care. Deposi
tion authority is a tool that will enable 
the Teamsters investigation to unravel 
the improprieties associated with the 
1996 IBT election so they do not recur. 
It will also shed light on mismanage
ment and financial improprieties so 
that the International Brotherhood of 
Teamsters can become more responsive 
to its members. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col
leagues to support rank-and-file Team
sters Union members and join me in 
voting for H. Res. 507. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. CLAY), the ranking mi
nority member on the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce. 

Mr. CLAY. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL) 
for yielding me this time. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today to ex
press my opposition to the proposed 
change in rules and regulations and 
procedures. In my estimation, a deci
sion to grant deposition authority to 
the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce would be unwise, unwar
ranted, and a radical break with House 
tradition and practices, and a very real 
threat to the civil liberties and privacy 
rights of American citizens. 

The new deposition authority is vir
tually unlimited in scope and duration. 
It permits the majority to engage in an 
unprecedented fishing expedition, even 
during the summer recess of this 
House. 

The chairman is seeking to acquire 
an extraordinary array of powers. With 
the stroke of a pen, he could summon 
to this Congress any American citizen 
for secret, under oath, behind-closed
doors interrogation. I am sure that the 
confidential testimony that our chair
man just described will then either be 
officially, or through leaks, made pub
lic. 

Any citizen who is not frightened by 
this scenario should be, particularly 
given the very clear record of inves
tigatory abuse by the Republican ma
jority in this House. To place the Re
publicans' proposal in a fair historical 
context, I would remind the Members 
of this House that such a sweeping 
power has been assumed by this body 
or by the Senate very rarely and only 
under the most compelling of cir
cumstances. Only when faced with 

grave accusations of government 
wrongdoing or with threats to our na
tional security has this body deemed it 
necessary to assume a power which tra
ditionally resides in the judicial 
branch of government. 

Madam Speaker, there is no compel
ling reasons for this authority. I ask 
why is it · necessary to depose 40 wit
nesses in secret session? Not one Team
ster has refused a subpoena before this 
committee. Not one Teamster has re
fused to come before the committee 
and testify under oath and in public. 
There is nothing concerning fraudulent 
pension matters that has surfaced be
fore this committee. And if there were, 
this committee does not have the ex
pertise or the resources or the commit
men t to do anything about it. 

Madam Speaker, I tell my colleagues 
that in this instance it is difficult to 
view the majority's proposal as any
thing other than a cynical power grab, 
a partisan fishing · expedition, a con
certed attack on organized labor, and 
an invitation to abuse innocent Amer
ican citizens. 

This investigation, which has cost 
the taxpayers millions of dollars and 
dragged on for nearly a year, has been 
a shameful waste of time and money 
and an embarrassment to this institu
tion. It is simply disingenuous for Re
publicans on the Committee on Edu
cation and the Workforce to claim that 
their failure to produce any new or rel
evant information regarding the 1996 
Teamsters election is due to a lack of 
authority. 

The problem is that the story they 
wish to tell, one of widespread, system
atic corruption throughout the Inter
national Brotherhood of Teamsters, is 
one of fiction. No amount of snooping, 
interrogating, or wishful thinking will 
make it otherwise. This is simply too 
awesome a power, especially when con
sidering that the chairman of the com
mittee already has unilateral author
ity to issue subpoenas. 

Madam Speaker, I appreciate Chair
man GOODLING's words of assurance 
that committee Democrats will be in
volved in the deposition process and 
that other safeguards will be con
structed around the proceedings. But 
with all due respect to my good friend, 
the past record of Republicans ignoring 
the rights of the minority on this com
mittee does not speak well for such as
surances. 

We were given the same guarantees 
regarding consultation and notice 
when the chairman appropriated the 
power to unilaterally issue subpoenas. 

D 1330 
Those promises have been consist

ently, routinely and casually broken. 
Perhaps most disturbing is the major
ity's proposal to allow staff who are 
not attorneys to conduct sworn deposi
tions. The very thought is mind-bog
gling, American citizens being drugged 
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into this little star chamber to be in
terrogated under oath in secret by staff 
who are not bound by or trained in the 
Code of Legal Ethics. This is an open 
invitation for abuse and for the viola
tion of legitimate legal and constitu
tional rights. 

Legal proceedings should be con
ducted by those trained in the law, not 
by laymen. Testimony before Congress 
should be in a public arena for Amer
ican citizens to judge guilt or inno
cence for themselves. I urge my col
leagues to oppose this unwise and dan
gerous amendment to the rules of the 
House. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

I would just like to point out to the 
previous speaker, who is the ranking 
member of the Committee on Edu
cation and the Workforce, that the 
Committee on Rules has the responsi
bility of assigning the responsibilities 
and jurisdiction of committees. 

We all know that the Committee on 
the Judiciary is primarily involved in 
looking into the legal code and the 
criminal law of the land. The Com
mittee on Education and the Workforce 
has primary responsibility to look into 
labor issues and has oversight of the 
laws particularly as they pertain to 
pensions. 

I know, I have worked for many 
years on the Social Security issue and 
the abuses that take place in the fidu
ciary accounts in Social Security. But 

. here we have rank and file members of 
the Teamsters Union, and they want to 
know where their money went to and 
what happened. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. 
PARKER). 

Mr. PARKER. Madam Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of H. Res. 507, which 
would provide for deposition authority 
for the Teamsters investigation. 

I am the newest member of the com
mittee , and one reason I joined this 
committee was because of my interest 
in the investigation. I was appalled 
that the 1996 election of the Inter
national Brotherhood of Teamsters had 
to be invalidated. I have a keen inter
est in ensuring a fair rerun election. 

To protect the rank and file members 
of the Union, we have to have a thor
ough accounting of what went wrong 
with the 1996 election. It is also in 
their interest and that of other Amer
ican taxpayers that financial mis
management at the Union be cleaned 
up. 

I was shocked to learn, when I joined 
the committee, that the investigation 
does not have deposition authority. It 
was evident to me from the beginning 
of my involvement that that is a crit
ical investigative tool without which 
the investigation will have little 
chance of success. 

Over the past few weeks alone, we 
have had instance after instance of the 

Teamsters Union refusing to make 
critical witnesses available for inter
views. The lawyers for the Union do 
not want us to talk to current or 
former employees of the Union or to 
employees of the Union's actuarial and 
accounting firms. 

As just one example, on July 9, we re
ceived a letter from an attorney for the 
Teamsters ' accounting firm informing 
us that the Union refuses to allow such 
interviews. It is evident to me that the 
officials of the Union are deliberately · 
impeding the investigation and are try
ing to run out the clock on this Con
gress. 

It is completely unrealistic to expect 
that Members of Congress will make 
themselves available to hold hearings 
to interview the more than three dozen 
witnesses from whom we need informa
tion. Unless the investigation receives 
deposition authority through the com
mittee chairman, we are basically tell
ing the Union officials that they have 
won, that they need not account for 
their actions either to their own mem
bership or to the American public. 

Madam Speaker, this authority will 
not be taken lightly. It will be used 
carefully. I understand what may be 
the reluctance of some Members of the 
House to provide extraordinary author
ity, but these are extraordinary cir
cumstances which call for appropriate 
measures. 

Madam Speaker, I urge approval of 
H. Res. 507. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 7 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK). 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Madam Speak
er, I rise in opposition to H. Res. 507. 

I serve, Madam Speaker, as the rank
ing member on the subcommittee that 
has responsibility for oversight and in
vestigation in the Committee on Edu
cation and the Workforce. This inves
tigation on the Teamsters Union elec
tion, which was set aside because of the 
illegal swapping of funds, began last 
October, and it has sort of limped 
along. 

The majority members have a full 
staff of, I do not know quite how many 
individuals there are now on board, but 
I am told that there are at least five or 
six attorneys that have been engaged 
to work on this particular investiga
tion. I have tried to be diligent in pay
ing attention to the agenda, to the 
hearings that have been called and to 
all of the communications that have 
emanated from the majority chair of 
this subcommittee. 

So I rise with great amazement today 
to hear that there is any justification 
whatsoever in asking this House for 
these extraordinary powers that invade 
the privacy of many individuals. We 
are going to put, because of some whim 
on the majority side, many individuals 
whose names are not even known to 
even myself as the ranking minority 
member of this subcommittee, who 

these persons are who have been reluc
tant to come before their staff for ques
tioning or for discussions. Certainly I 
do not know of any Teamster member 
who has been asked for an interview 
who has not come before the sub
committee under subpoena to testify. 

In every instance the Teamster mem
bers who declined these personal, 
closed-door discussions invited the sub
poenas because what they wanted and 
what is their right in these United 
States is to come before bodies that are 
accusing them of misconduct to have 
their testimony taken in public. 

What is so offensive about this rule 
today is an authority which is going to 
be granted to a very small number of 
individuals. These depositions could be 
held without one single Member of 
Congress present, because that is how 
the resolution reads. No Member needs 
to be there because of the word " or," 
member or staff. 

Sure, I could be notified 3 days in ad
vance that a deposition is going to 
take place during our district recess 
period when I am in Hawaii. I fully in
tend to do everything I can to be there, 
but I cannot guarantee that protection 
to these individual witnesses who are 
going to be deposed in this way, not by 
attorneys who know the rule of law, 
who know the rule of evidence, who re
spect the rights of privacy and privi
lege in this country, but by staff, who 
I do not say are going to have any ill 
temper or ill will but who might mis
takenly invade into the high privileges 
which every Member of this Congress 
has sworn under oath to preserve. That 
is what is our constitutional right 
here. 

I respect the millions of members in 
the Teamsters Union, and I want to do 
what is right for them. But I have not 
heard one single allegation of a reluc
tant witness who is not willing to come 
before the public, take an oath and tes
tify to any question that this com
mittee wants to put to them. 

I believe that that is a right which is 
precious and should be protected by 
this House, and that is why the rule 
says we cannot depose unless the whole 
House agrees to it. 

So I ask the Members today to search 
the record. There is no evidence of re
luctant witnesses who have refused to 
come before the committee to testify. I 
think that that is the most important 
grounds upon which any such rule like 
this has to be premised. 

I know most Members of the major
ity party are very much committed to 
the preservation of individual rights 
and democracy and freedom and civil 
liberties. What we are doing today is to 
trash all of that because of a political 
agenda. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding. 
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If my colleagues want to see an ex

ample of deposition authority and 
power being abused, look no further 
than what this Congress has done in 
the Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight. People are subpoenaed 
for depositions. They are forced to 
come against their will , hire lawyers at 
$300 an hour. 

I just want Members to know this is 
not theoretical. I have seen people have 
to go hire lawyers, take time off from 
work, prepare for these depositions, go 
through the anxiety of it all to be ques
tioned by staff people. 

Just a couple days ago, we had a dep
osition in Los Angeles of one of these 
four people that we gave immunity to. 
It started at 1:00. It went until 8:30. 
This witness had almost nothing to 
say. 

We have had staff people ask wit
nesses about their personal lives, 
whether they have ever been tested for 
drug abuse. We had one witness in a 
deposition who was asked whether they 
could tell about a colleague, whether 
that colleague had done something ille
gal. 

This power can be abused. If there 
are hearings, at least the public will 
know what is asked. But if they are 
depositions, it is a staff person who can 
abuse that power, run roughshod over 
the rights of Americans by allowing 
them to, in closed door session, be 
asked any kind of question. 

Be wary whenever we give deposition 
authority. In some cases, it is appro
priate, but we know it can be abused 
because we have seen it abused in this 
Congress already. 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Madam Speak
er, I know that all Members on the ma
jority are always very cognizant of 
their responsibilities to protect indi
vidual rights. They are firm against big 
government coming in and intruding in 
this way, so I am personally shocked at 
this reckless venture into the invasion 
of these individuals. Forty people 
whose names I do not even know, and I 
am the ranking member, I do not know 
of any abuse with regard to the pension 
funds that has come to the attention of 
our subcommittee. 

This is really a fishing expedition, 
reckless disregard of individuals who 
are going to have to hire attorneys at 
tremendous cost to themselves. We are 
not prepared to pay for it. I want to see 
the individual rights of this Union pro
tected; and, if we really believe in their 
democracy and their individual rights 
to run their Union, by golly, we ought 
to allow them to have an election for 
their leadership. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I 
will just say to the gentlewoman that , 
yes, the rights of the Union should be 
protected; but, even more so, so should 
the individual rights of the individual 
rank and file members of that Union. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. NOR-

WOOD), who has never won a green jack
et in the Masters but has won my deep 
respect for the job he has done as a 
Congressman. 

Mr. NORWOOD. I thank the gen
tleman from New York for yielding me 
the time. 

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA). 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Madam Speaker, let 
us take a look at the record. Let us 
take a look at the judge who has had 
supervision of the consent decree for 
the last 9 years, since 1989. How does he 
feel about the Teamsters and Teamster 
leadership in 1998? Here is what he said 
to the Teamster lawyers in court on 
Tuesday: 

" I believe it is time for the good 
members of this Union to rise up in re
volt. This Union has been run by a 
small group for their own benefit. I 
want to hear what the membership 
thinks. It is time for the good members 
to rise up and revolt against the self
serving, little men in charge." 

To the attorney, "You don 't really 
speak for the Union. You speak for a 
small minority, ' ' Edelstein told Weich. 
" I can understand the wrath of Con
gress. They don't trust the Teamsters 
because of the Union's history of 
squandering taxpayer money. I'm going 
to get to the root of this evil. And if 
you don't have Sever here by noon, I 
will send the marshals for him. " 

D 1345 
The same type of stonewalling that 

this union leadership is imposing in 
New York in the Federal court is the 
same pattern of stonewalling that they 
are doing to this congressional com
mittee, and the shame of it is we have 
funded this union and we have spent 
approximately $20 million and this is 
their thank you to the American tax
payer. 

Mr. NORWOOD. Madam Speaker, re
claiming my time, I rise in strong sup
port of H. Res. 507. I would say to my 
friend from California when it comes to 
being abused perhaps that we ought to 
be concerned a minute or two about 
the taxpayers of this country that have 
been abused to the tune of $20 million. 
Maybe we ought to be concerned about 
the members of the Teamsters Union 
that have been abused to the point 
where their treasury reduced from $155 
million down to less than $1 million. 
There are all kind of things and. people 
we ought to be concerned about in 
their abuse and our point of view in the 
oversight committee and our job in the 
oversight committee is to find out 
what went wrong in these illegal elec
tions. 

The Committee on Education and the 
Workforce needs deposition authority 
because the Carey administration at 
the Teamsters is stonewalling our in
vestigation. It is just sort of that sim
ple. Now, that is an unfortunate situa
tion, but Congress has a duty, a con-

stitutional duty to investigate a union 
that tramples its members ' rights and 
flouts the very laws we have passed in 
this body. 

Our investigation has been going on 
for almost a year now. We are starting 
to get the picture of how this union has 
been run. Frankly, Madam Speaker, it 
is not very pretty. The most recent de
velopment, of course, is that the presi
dent of the Teamsters, Ron Carey, has 
been barred from the union for life as 
has his former government affairs di
rector William Hamilton. That is not 
fiction. In an election that cost the 
American taxpayers almost $20 million, 
Carey took his members ' dues to pay 
for his reelection campaign. Clearly he 
was more interested in keeping his job 
than protecting the rank-and-file 
Teamster. 

The record of evidence compiled by 
the subcommittee thus far indicates 
that the Carey administration also 
may have manipulated the union's pen
sion funds. That is serious stuff. Notice 
I said " may have. " We need to know 
for sure whether we are right or wrong. 
And may have made political contribu
tions with their members ' dues, which 
is very illegal. Obviously we need to 
interview all of the Teamsters employ
ees and contractors involved in these 
matters to find out the extent of these 
problems and do our duty. 

Do the people running the Teamsters 
Union now, who were elected in a sham 
election, want us to get to the bottom 
of this? No. No, unfortunately not. 
They will not allow us to interview 
their employees, their accountants or 
their actuaries about the financial she
nanigans that did go on. What are they 
trying to hide? 

I will say this about the unelected 
people in charge of the Teamsters 
today. They do have a lot of gall. Not 
only do they refuse to let this Congress 
do its job by performing an oversight 
investigation, but they turn around 
and say, "You've got to pay for the 
next election. " They will not let Con
gress find out how the election went 
wrong, but they will come to us and de
mand that we kick in another $10 mil
lion so they can have another election. 

I for one frankly have had enough of 
this, of the Carey administration's 
stonewalling. We need to pass this res
olution today so that Congress can find 
out what they are trying to hide from. 
Union officials that misuse the hard
earned dues money of their members 
should not be allowed to thumb their 
nose at this Congress. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. SCOTT). 

Mr. SCOTT. Madam Speaker, first I 
would like to insert in the RECORD the 
transcript later in that proceedings 
where Mr. Sever did appear in court 
and the judge indicated that he could 
not order the IBT to pay for the elec
tion. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT SOUTHERN 

DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

PLAINTIFF 
v. 

INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF TEAMSTERS, 
ETAL. , 

DEFENDANTS 

(Hearing resumed) 
(In open court) 

July 29, 1998, 12 p.m. 

THE COURT: Good afternoon, ladies and 
gentlemen. 

The first · item I will discuss is my request 
for a referendum. When I made that request, 
I had in mind that it was completely for the 
benefit of IBT. I call your attention to an 
item in their memorandum, which is very 
convincing and persuasive. The GEB's deci
sion is consistent with the Court's statement 
on the record on June 29, 1998 that voluntary 
payment by IBT officers of the costs of su
pervision would be a " breach of a fiduciary 
relationship and something that is forbidden 
actually to do by law." 

The though.t occurred to me that the union 
could send a message to the IBT hierarchy 
that they would agree and it would not be 
considered by them a breach of a fiduciary 
relationship if they were voluntarily to 
agree to contribute some money to a rerun 
election. However, the memorandum is very 
persuasive that the cost and the effort in
volved in such an undertaking would be fu
tile. So my good intention has come prac
tically to naught. 

I did say that voluntary contributions by 
the IBT in light of the decision by the Court 
of Appeals, dissent noted, would be a viola
tion of their trust. Again, I repeat ad nau
seam that it occurred to me that if they had 
a word from the membership that they would 
not be held to such an account they could 
then go ahead and make voluntary pay
ments. So my request for a referendum is no 
longer in order. I am sorry it did not work 
out the way I thought it might. 

I still am of the opinion, althoug·h I am not 
sure that I have the authority to order it, 
that instead of a referendum a poll of a very 
small but vital universe of 500 would give 
some indication to the hierarchy whether 
contributions could be made without being 
in default of their duty. I leave that to the 
entire discretion of the union itself. 

Now let me address some verities. I think 
we all know that of all the many cases that 
are filed in this court and, indeed, in all the 
courts in all the land, if all those cases were 
to go to trial, the system would come to a 
creaking halt. Certainly it is not new news 
for you as practicing lawyers to know that 
compromises and agreements occur even 
after verdicts for a plaintiff and a defendant. 
And it also is not great news for you to un
derstand that when one files an appeal, every 
effort is made by an instrument of that court 
to resolve the issue before the need of the de
cision. 

I think common sense ought to be consid
ered here. Is it your view that an unsuper
vised election does not have to put in place 
any assurance, any guarantee, any rules to 
demonstrate that a nonsupervised election 
will still be a democratic election, a free 
election, and that every effort will be made 
in a nonsupervised election, of which there 
have been many in the history of this union, 
that such an election should not raise any 
concern or fears that corruption would be
come the order of the day? 

That is my concern. As I said, an unsuper
vised election sounds more fearsome than it 

can actually be. And what I want here today, 
and I took the liberty of asking Mr. Sever, a 
member of the executive team, to come and 
see if I can employ reason and amicability 
and some stability to a problem that should 
be settled, does this unsupervised election, 
and I am intending to go ahead with that, 
mean that I have to be concerned with 
chaos? 

Mr. WEICH: Your Honor, I'm quite con
fident that an unsupervised election would 
not be chaotic. Almost every union in the 
country conducts an unsupervised election 
under federal labor law. And, of course, this 
union is additionally bound by the consent 
decree and its own constitution. I am very 
confident that safeguards would be in place 
to insure that corruption does not occur and 
that the election is carried out in an open 
and democratic manner. 

THE COURT: Would a supervised election 
give more assurance of orderly procedure? 
Would it relieve us of certain, perhaps unre
alistic, apprehensions that the election 
would go forward in a more orderly process? 

Mr. WEICH: It's a very difficult question to 
answer under current circumstances. I can 
only say, your Honor, that the IBT supports 
the supervision process. We have said in 
every public statement and reiterate again 
today that we would like to see supervision. 
We insist, though, that the United States be 
made to meet its obligations under the con
sent decree to pay for that supervision if it 
is to occur. 

THE COURT: Do you understand my reason 
for a referendum? 

Mr. WEICH: I do understand. 
THE COURT: I was trying to relieve you of 

the danger of irresponsibility in the event 
you voluntarily agreed to make contribu
tion. 

Mr. WEICH: I do understand that, your 
Honor. 

THE COURT: And I thought the only way I 
could deal with that problem on your behalf 
and somewhat on the Court's behalf was to 
have the voice of the union say no, you will 
not be guilty of any betrayal of a fiduciary 
relationship if you make a voluntary con
tribution. That was my reason. 

Mr. WEICH: I understand that. 
THE COURT: And now that you have con

vinced me that there ts no point to it, I with
draw that request. 

Let's go on. 
Ms. KONIGSBERG: Your Honor-
THE COURT: You say order the Congress to 

do something, in this case, to provide funds . 
Think about this clearly and analyze it. Here 
is this district court judge telling the 
mighty sovereign Congress, Do something. 
And if they say no, what is my next step? 
Dealing with an old truism, that no court 
should enter an order which ends up in futil
ity, am I to say I am going to hold the entire 
Congress in contempt? To think about it 
shows it is absurd. 

The same thing holds true, as I said, if I 
say to the government, Pay. It ts your obli
gation. And if they say, We cannot, what do 
I do? Hold the United States of America in 
contempt? I do not think I could possibly 
survive that. 

Now the focus here is, Oh, the Attorney 
General is not inhibited by anything that 
the committees have said about inhibiting 
the use of the funds. That is your interpreta
tion. But if I were the Attorney General, I 
would want more to rely upon than an inter
pretation. It is not a matter of what we 
think the inhibition proscribes or what the 
Court may think or even what the govern
ment may think. But before I, as an Attar-

ney General, would be free to do ahead and 
make my interpretation that the govern
ment is free to use certain funds, I would 
want more assurance than that, than face 
possible contempt by the House Appropria
tions Committee. 

I implore you, why can' t we be reasonable 
about this? Why can' t we continue to have a 
supervised election by some contribution? 

Mr. WEICH: Your Honor, we continue-
THE COURT: Am I off the wall when I say 

probably in your own experience that you 
have entered into compromises even when a 
verdict has been in your favor? 

Mr. WEICH: Yes, your Honor, that's cer
tainly true. I can only observe that we still 
await word from the United States whether 
it is prepared to put any money into this 
process. It strikes me that on this record, 
given the union 's history of being willing to 
compromise in the past, it 's the decision 
that the Court of Appeals handed down that 
at this time would be appropriate for the 
government to state whether it has any 
money before the question is put to the 
union. 

THE COURT: You mean money that is abso
lutely free and clear and under no restric
tions? 

Mr. WEICH: Yes. Well, your Honor, you 
know our position, that there is money that 
the Court could order the government to 
pay. Our position there is not an extraor
dinary one. It's often the case that a govern
ment agency tells a federal court that it be
lieves it doesn 't have authority to do some
thing or doesn' t believe it's required to do 
something, the Court orders that agency to 
do it. And, as always, the United States com
plies. 

But my point, in response--
THE COURT: Let's assume you are right, 

and I do not see how your logic can stand up, 
I say to the government, Pay, and they say, 
We cannot, we do not have the funds, wheth
er under restrictions or not. What do I do, 
hold the United States in contempt? Well, 
what do I do? I have issued an order. I have 
said to the government, Pay, and they have 
said, We cannot. What do I do? Where does 
that lead us? 

Mr. WEICH: The first place it would lead 
us--

THE COURT: Did you ever hear of sovereign 
immunity? 

Mr. WEICH: Yes, I have. 
THE COURT: Do you know what that means? 
Mr. WEICH: Yes, I do. 
THE COURT: Who would I hold in con tempt? 

U.S. of America, you are held in contempt. 
Oh? Either you comply or I will send you to 
jail. Who will I send to jail, the U.S. of 
America? Isn 't that what a lawyer is sup
posed to unravel in his thinking when he 
makes an argument? Is that order that I 
make now silly? Who would I hold in con
tempt? 

Mr. WEICH: Your Honor' I--
THE COURT: Who would I drag into court? 

Uncle Sam, who is the symbol of America? 
Who would I hold in contempt? The Appro
priations Committee? The subcommittee? 
The entire House of Representatives? The en
tire Senate? Whom would I hold in con
tempt? Do I fill the jailhouse with all these 
dignified representatives of their constitu
ents? 

You know, thought is a very important 
process. It is easy enough to embark on ideas 
that are grandiose and win favor with a con
stituency, but you have got to parse it and 
analyze it. No court is supposed to enter an 
order which is futile. 

I have been dealing with this specter. 
Maybe the symbol of America is Uncle Sam 
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and I will have Uncle Sam, I wm even have 
his beard trimmed for television purposes, 
and I will put Uncle Sam in jail. The more 
you think of it, the less appealing it be
comes. So unappealing that it is not even 
worth all the discussion and thought and 
sleepless nights I have given to this. 

I have no hesitation where contempt is 
proper, and again I must remind you that 
contempt must be by trial to another judge. 
Do you know that? 

Mr. WEICH: Yes, your Honor. 
THE COURT: I am sure my colleagues would 

applaud my effort to ask them to try a case 
of contempt against the United States of 
America. I think that should convince you 
that it is an idea whose time has now come. 

Now, can't we deal with this the way law
yers do all the time? Try to reach some un
derstanding and agreement. I have had many 
cases resolved after a verdict by 12 men and 
women, good and tried, who found in a civil 
case by a preponderance, in a criminal case 
beyond a reasonable doubt, some negotia
tion. Why can't we do that here? Is there a 
motive why there is so much obstinacy here 
and obdurateness about coming to any un
derstanding or realization? 

Mr. WEICH. Your Honor, I ask again 
that you put the question to the United 
States if there is money. 

THE COURT. What do I do if they say no? 
You beg the question. You are a lawyer. I 
have asked you a question. Give me some 
help. Who do I hold in contempt? 

Mr. WEICH. I'm confident that if you put 
the question to Ms. Konigsberg whether the 
United States would obey a lawful order of 
this Court her answer would be yes, there
fore contempt would be unnecessary. If con
tempt were necessary--

THE COURT. Is there a danger that I ought 
to consider sanctions against any lawyer 
who tries to bring an action or a cause that 
is absolutely absurd in its very, very root? 
Again, I have asked you ten times: Whom do 
I ask another judge to hold in contempt? 

Mr. WEICH. If contempt were necessary-
THE COURT. Contempt is always necessary 

if an order is not obeyed. 
Mr. WEICH. Yes. If contempt were nec

essary, your Honor, there are officers of the 
United States who stand in for the United 
States--

THE COURT. All the officers of the United 
States? 

Mr. WEICH. No. Ms. Konigsberg--
THE COURT. Aren't you a little bit ashamed 

of your begging the question? 
Mr. WEICH. No, your Honor. 
THE COURT. All right. That would be quite 

a newspaper item, having all the 50 states 
and their senators and representatives 
hauled to court and put to jail. That would 
be novel. Instead of history of the law, it 
would be the hysterics of the law. 

Again, can I bring you to the peace table? 
Mr. WEICH. Your Honor, we've been at the 

peace table. We ask whether the United 
States is intending to come to the peace 
table. 

THE COURT. I want to hear from the United 
States. Shall I hold you in contempt? 

Ms. KONIGSBERG. No, your Honor. 
THE COURT. As long as we are in the 

amusement circle, let me tell you my own 
personal experience, without much name. At 
one time in my career I was special assistant 
to the Attorney General of the United 
States, a rather important job. There was a 
case before a very distinguished justice and 
he wanted the government to produce cer
tain documents. I told the judge I did not 
have these documents, I did not have control 

of them, I had never seen them, that they 
were exclusively in the possession of the At
torney General, who resided in Washington. 

The judge gave me a brief period of time to 
produce those documents or to be held in 
contempt and possibly jailed. 

I spoke to the Attorney General. I have 
never seen the documents. I did not know 
their relevance. I did not even know that 
they would lead to relevant evidence, and he 
said, You may not have them. And you must 
go before the court and say that I will not re
lease them. 

And then he said, with a broad Texas 
drawl, David, jail is not too bad at all. They 
feed you three meals a day. 

Fortunately, the judge had some gen
erosity and heart and did not hold me in con
tempt, which would certainly have hurt my 
career. He certainly did not jail me, but the 
documents were never produced and there 
was really nothing that he could do. That 
was my own personal experience. 

I am, as the record will show, a very reluc
tant judge when it comes to dealing either 
with sanctions or with contempt because 
that has the very treacherous danger of 
doing substantial irreparable harm to a law
yer who might be more zealous than smart. 

Ms. KONIGSBERG. Good afternoon, your 
Honor. 

Let me first address the issue about wheth
er or not it could be perceived as a breach of 
fiduciary duty for the union's leadership to 
agree to pay the costs, some of the costs, of 
the rerun election. It, in the government's 
view, would not be a breach of fiduciary duty 
and though the government supports the 
Court's idea of having a referendum, it would 
not take a referendum in order to reach that 
conclusion. 

THE COURT.Wouldn't a poll do just as well? 
I have had some experience in that area. A 
poll could be done. A universe of 500 is suffi
cient. It could be done in two or three days. 

Ms. KONIGSBERG. That is possible. 
THE COURT. By telephone. 
Ms. KONIGSBERG. That is possible, your 

Honor. But whether-irrespective of any ref
erendum and irrespective of any poll, it can
not be considered a breach of the union's fi
duciary duty to pay these costs, and let me 
explain why. Though I know the Court men
tioned that at the prior hearing, I don't con
sider that a finding by this Court; that was 
not a matter that was briefed. The union in
disputably is going to have to bear the cost 
anyway of an unsupervised election. 

THE COURT. Has anybody an estimate of 
what that cost would be? 

Ms. KONIGSBERG. I would like to know from 
the IBT what they project that cost to be. I 
mean, I would suspect it is at least the same 
amount of money, if not more so, than the 
amount of money that the union would pay 
if they share the costs of the election. I 
think it would be helpful if the Court, if we, 
could inquire of the IBT what that would 
cost. But I would suspect it is, at a min
imum, $4 million for them to have to pay in 
any event if they have to conduct their own 
election. 

Second of all, it is in the interests of the 
union membership to have a fair election and 
to have a supervised election. The union has 
said itself that they are in favor of a super
vised election, and everybody here agrees 
that the best way to insure a fair, free, 
democratic election, that all the members 
and all the public can have confidence in, is 
to have election officer supervision. So re
gardless of the relative costs of an unsuper
vised election versus what they would con
tribute, the union leadership can decide that 

this is something that's in the members' in
terests to have an independent, court-ap
pointed election officer supervise this so 
that the union membership can be assured of 
having a fair, free, democratic election. 

Really what this can be, I suppose, likened 
to is, is the union saying that it would 
refuse, in effect, if the government is able to 
secure the agreement of Congress to pay $4 
million, or plus, toward the cost of this 
rerun election supervised by an election offi
cer, is the union saying that it would refuse 
to accept the government's money in order 
to be able to have a supervised election? Be
cause we all agree that they're going to have 
to pay these costs anyway in an unsuper
vised election, and we all agree that the elec
tion officer supervision is necessary. 

I mean, I would submit to the Court there 
is at least a question whether it could be per
ceived as a breach of fiduciary duty not to 
agree to pay the costs in order to have a su
pervised election. So, I think it would be 
helpful to take the question of a breach of fi
duciary duty off the table here. I don't think 
there is any question that the union leader
ship can agree to pay this. What the Second 
Circuit's decision was about was whether the 
union could be obligated to pay. 

THE COURT. The Second Circuit decision 
completely ignores the very powerful dis
sent, and although that dissent did not carry 
the day, it sends a powerful message. Nobody 
even refers to that. That is bad argument. 
The dissent did not carry the day. It did not 
persuade the majority. But it is a very pow
erful message and should not be ignored. 

Ms. KONIGSBERG. We agree, your Honor. 
But even accepting the majority's opinion, 
which, of course, we accept, all it says is 
that the union cannot be compelled--

THE COURT. That's right. 
Ms. KONIGSBERG [continuing]. Based on the 

misconduct. It does not say that the union 
voluntarily cannot agree. It also does not 
say the government is required to continue 
supervision. But it does not say that they 
cannot voluntarily agree. And it is clearly in 
the union members' interests, as the IBT has 
conceded, to have a supervised rerun elec
tion, so that it would not be a breach of fidu
ciary duty. 

THE COURT. I brought you here, Mr. Sever, 
to lend a helping hand based on your long ex
perience to resolve this problem. Maybe your 
lawyer will feel a little freer if he has some 
notion from you that you are willing to help. 

Mr. SEVER. Your Honor--
THE COURT. You are no longer with the 

Mets, are you? 
Mr. SEVER. Your Honor--
Mr. WEICH. It's Tom Sever, your Honor, not 

Tom Seaver. 
Mr. SEVER. Your Honor, in due respect, you 

know, I must indicate that we do have a de
cision by the Second Circuit of the court. In 
light of that decision, I did proceed on to the 
general executive board on July the 20th, 
and the general executive board rejected to 
pay for any costs in light of that decision, 
and, you know, I believe that we ought to
I believe in the judicial system, your Honor. 
And I believe that we ought to abide by the 
courts and follow the appropriate procedures 
of appeal, if necessary. But certainly that's 
where we stand at this point, your Honor. 

THE COURT. All right. But I am asking you: 
Can you not consider that there may be 
some room for compromise and negotia
tions? 

Mr. SEVER. If there would be any room for 
compromise, your Honor, I would be more 
than happy to take that back to our general 
executive board. 
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THE COURT. Will you do that, please. 
Mr. SEVER. I would take a poll with the 

board. I would do that if we could have a 
compromise. 

THE COURT. And will you also say it is 
my--

Mr. SEVER. Would you repeat. 
THE COURT. It is my passionate desire to 

see that this matter be resolved. 
Mr. SEVER. It would-I would like to see it 

resolved, your Honor. However, you know, 
with respect to my fiduciary responsibility 
as the general secretary-treasurer, and with 
the due respect of the cost that may be asso
ciated, I believe that, you know, if there 
could be some kind of a compromise, such as 
maybe sending out the ballots, that I might 
be able to recommend that. And that cost 
would be somewhere around $2 million. I 
might be able to recommend that to the gen
eral executive board. 

THE COURT. All right. That is something. 
Mr. SEVER. Thank you, your Honor. 
THE COURT. Did you want to say anything? 

Did you want to say anything? 
Mr. WEICH. No your Honor. 
THE COURT. I want this election to go for

ward. We have had some delays and I think 
it is time to fish or cut bait. 

Now, in anticipation that we are going to 
have an unsupervised election, will you 
please give me some details of how you plan 
this election to go. I think my inherent 
power in t ·erms of my need to manage my 
own caseload suggests that I can require you 
to give me some view of your plans. 

I also think that hope does spring eternal. 
I think that perhaps the Senate, by its ap
propriate committees and their wisdom, 
might decide to allow the Attorney General 
some freedom in the use of funds. I just do 
not know how we can urge them to come for
ward with a yes-or-no answer, but perhaps 
they will. 

Is there anything else? 
Ms. KONIGSBERG: Yes, your Honor. 
As the government set forth in its papers, 

the government believes that the Court has 
the authority to set a plan for this election, 
particularly given that the !BT--

THE COURT: You know their argument 
about the plan that you suggested, that this 
is just a disguise, using rhetoric, but to ac
complish exactly the same thing that would 
occur in the hands of the supervised election. 

Isn't that your argument? 
Mr. WEICH: Yes, your Honor. 
Ms. KONIGSBERG: I'm aware of their argu

ment, your Honor. 
THE COURT: You have a chance to answer. 

I think your date is Monday. 
Ms. KONIGSBERG: That's right, and we will 

respond to that on Monday, your Honor. 
THE COURT: But the IBT makes a very per

suasive argument that this is merely a cam
ouflage and that the Court does not have in
herent power to do anything by way of ac
cepting a substitute monitored election. 

Ms. KONIGSBERG: We will address that. We 
disagree. 

THE COURT: That is the problem with ap
pointing a special master. 

Ms. KONIGSBERG: Your Honor, the govern
ment disagrees very strongly with that char
acterization; that is to say, that there can be 
no court-appointed election officer in the ab
sence of a supervised election doesn' t mean 
that you throw the baby out with the bath 
water and that all of the learning under the 
consent decree about how to have a demo
cratic election--

THE COURT: I will read your papers and I 
will study your papers, and I hope to get an
other version of how an unsupervised elec
tion will proceed. 

Ms. KONIGSBERG: Thank you , your Honor. 
Mr. CHERKASKY: Your Honor, just very 

briefly, if I might. We also feel strongly that 
any--

THE COURT: Keep your voice up. Everybody 
wants to hear you. 

Mr. CHERKASKY [continuing]. That any 
contribution that would be made by the 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters 
would not be a breach of their fiduciary 
duty. 

THE COUR'l': Would not be what? 
Mr. CHERKASKY: A breach of their fiduciary 

duty. I think all the parties agree--
THE COURT: I was trying to give you some 

assurance that under no circumstances 
would they be crucified on the cross for the 
sustaining of the fiduciary relationship. 

Mr. CHERKASKY: I understand that, Judge. 
Certainly, it's-I think they've taken out of 
context your remarks at previous hearings. 
They have said previously that they would 
contribute some sums, so they didn ' t feel it 
was a breach of their fiduciary duty or they 
wouldn't have agreed to contribute any
thing. 

Secondly, we would think that, we firmly 
believe that the Teamsters union, as was in
dicated yesterday, is a union that has every 
right to have a fair and free election as 
quickly as possible and that the membership, 
we believe, demand that. We also believe 
there are ways to do polling, ways that you 
could do polling going to each of the dif
ferent locals and have a weighting voting 
process which could be done very quickly, 
very efficiently, and very inexpensively, so 
that in fact we could have a very quick read 
of what in fact the union felt as to the propo
sition of their making a contribution or not. 

Finally, as unpleasant as it may be for us, 
we have to face the fact that this may be an 
unsupervised election and, your Honor, we 
will in fact be filing with your Honor a pro
posal of how to would wind down the matters 
of the election office. We, in fact, are con
tinuing to spend money, continuing to do 
work. We have a number of very significant 
protest matters before us which, in fact, we 
think urgently need to be completed, and we 
would in fact by next Monday have a pro
posal for you if in fact it's necessary, if the 
draconian happens, how to wind down the 
election office. 

THE COURT: I have a note from my worthy 
staff: 

" You need to give the IBT a timetable for 
giving more definite statements for unsuper
vised election." 

Thank you. What would I do without you? 
What timetable do you need? 
Mr. WEICH: Respectfully, your Honor, it 

seems to us premature when the government 
has not, to date, withdrawn its election to 
supervise to order the IBT to do more than it 
has done, which is to set forth with a fair bit 
of specificity how it would conduct an unsu
pervised election in accordance with federal 
labor law, the IBT constitution and the con
sent decree. I really think that as a matter 
of logic and timing, the United States should 
conclude its efforts and say, finally, that it 
does not intend to superv.ise, if indeed that's 
the conclusion it reaches, despite our view 
that it should not be permitted to withdraw 
that. 

THE COURT: If public relations and goodwill 
have any strong reason, and believe me they 
do , you cannot possibly estimate the good
will and public relations game for the IBT to 
come forward generously to make some con
tribution. 

I repeat this ad nauseam: In the ten years 
that I have been on this case, the union has 

spent millions upon millions of dollars fight
ing every single revision of this decree. Mil
lions. Some of it so silly that it has been a 
mockery and a telltale at cocktail parties. 
The quarreling over my order for the IBT to 
provide a $50 secondhand cabinet file, in one 
matter where there were just a number of 
limited appearances, one law firm garnered 
$6 million in fees. I think from my point of 
view a forthcoming spirit of generosity does 
not have to wait for Christmas. 

Yes. Go on. 
Ms. KONIGSBERG: Your Honor, because 

there is such a strong interest in having a 
prompt rerun election, we believe that there 
should be a schedule set for the IBT to sub
mit a plan that these two things can occur at 
the same time and we think that would 
make sense to do. In addition, I wonder if the 
IBT has an estimate of what they think it 
would cost them to conduct an unsupervised 
election. 

Mr. WEICH: Your Honor, we're prepared to 
submit additional details about how we 
would conduct additional details about how 
we would conduct an unsupervised election 
next Wednesday, August 5. 

THE COURT: Can you give us an estimate of 
what the cost would be? 

Mr. WEICH: We will do our best. 
THE COURT: You will do that? 
Mr. WEICH: Yes, your Honor. 
THE COURT: Is there anything else? 
Ms. KONIGSBERG: That's it, your Honor. 
THE COURT: Nothing else? 
Mr. WEICH: No, your Honor. 
THE COURT: Please come up with some

thing. I think after ten years on this case I 
deserve a break. And I think we have done 
one tremendous job of ridding this union of 
a lot of corruption and we are still on it. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in opposition 
to the resolution and particularly the 
portion of the resolution which allows 
nonattorneys to conduct depositions 
behind closed doors and without any 
member of the committee present. 
That authority is virtually unprece
dented. The authority of having a non
attorney staff conduct the depositions 
was not given to the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight 
where we heard abuses even with attor
neys doing it. The House did grant that 
authority in the committee on the 
transfer of technology to China, a se
lect committee on which I sit, but it 
was understood by the members of the 
select committee and the Members of 
the whole House that an issue of that 
magnitude required swift but thorough 
investigation, staffed with personnel 
skilled with the nuances of deposing 
witnesses with sensitive and poten
tially classified material. We also rec
ognized that some of the material and 
witnesses sought for that investigation 
would require travel to China and expe
rienced staff must be allowed to pursue 
those matters when Members' sched
ules might preclude their attendance. 
The staff members hired for that pur
pose, the 6-month duration of the com
mittee, will obviously be hired with the 
appropriate skills for taking deposi
tions. In contrast, this investigation 
into the 1996 Teamsters election will 
not address matters of national secu
rity but the members of the sub
committee must apply equal vigilance 
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to the rights of witnesses and the ap
propriate conduct of the investigation. 
Already the Subcommittee on Over
sight and Investigations has come very 
close to interfering with an ongoing in
vestigation by the U.S. Attorney's of
fice into the Teamsters election, and 
we experienced a potentially damaging 
incident concerning the shocking 
modification of subpoenas without the 
approval of the committee. All of this 
occurred under the watchful eye of the 
consultants to the committee, whose 
professional credentials cannot be 
challenged. 

In fact, the committee hired these 
consultants for the majority because 
the majority stated that it did not 
have qualified staff with the back
ground, knowledge or experience to 
conduct the investigation. Now these 
consultants have given notice that 
they will be leaving the investigation, 
so I hesitate to think what will happen 
when staff who are not attorneys, not 
experienced in deposing witnesses and 
who are not required to abide by any 
codes of professional responsibility are 
allowed to continue where the consult
ants left off. 

This subcommittee must be vigilant 
in its investigation into the Teamsters 
election. The rules of conduct must not 
allow the reckless endangerment of a 
process designed to prevent another 
failed election. In the end we must be 
responsible not only to the Teamsters 
but also to the taxpayers who paid for 
the 1996 election and who continue to 
pay for this investigation. We should 
not allow nonattorneys who have al
ready been labeled by the majority as 
incapable of conducting the investiga
tion to be gra:v.ted the exceptional 
power to conduct depositions behind 
closed doors. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. WAXMAN). 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. I think it is appropriate for the 
committee of the Congress to do an in
vestigation. I think it is important to 
get to the bottom of the issues at 
stake. I also think in theory it is some
times appropriate to have deposition 
authority. But when you look how this 
authority has been abused by the Re
publican majority in this very Con
gress, I think you have to step back 
and ask whether this is a wise thing to 
do. 

If a committee is doing an investiga
tion and they want to hear from a wit
ness , bring a witness before the com
mittee. If the witness will not come, 
subpoena the witness to come before 
the committee. Let members in an 
open session ask questions. But when 
you give deposition authority, it allows 
staff to bring in these people, behind 
closed doors, without the public even 
knowing what questions are being 
asked, and to abuse those people by 

making them hire attorneys, making 
them take time off from work, making 
them answer questions over and over 
and over again while the clock is tick
ing away and the costs are going up. 

I can tell Members that in the Com
mittee on Government Reform and 
Oversight, the staff has deposed 158 in
dividuals. One-third of these people 
were compelled to give testimony 
under this threat of being held in con
tempt of Congress. Of these 158 deposi
tions, 650 hours of testimony was 
taken. This is burdensome on people. It 
is a power that can and has been 
abused. 

We have come now to a point where 
it is simply a partisan fishing expedi
tion. Of 158 witnesses, 156 have only 
been asked about Democratic fund
raising abuses while the committee has 
ignored substantial evidence of Repub
lican campaign finance abuses. It be
comes a partisan witch-hunt without 
any accountability to the American 
people. 

Accountability is important. When 
you are in an open session, you have to 
be accountable because the public can 
see what you are doing. But when it is 
a deposition, behind closed doors, there 
is too much power and that power can 
be abused. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. I hesitate to get involved in this 
at this time, but the gentleman is com
plaining that the committees were 
only investigating Democrat abuses on 
campaign finance. This gets under my 
skin a little bit, because no Republican 
has ever been accused of selling out our 
country. No Republican has ever been 
accused of accepting campaign money 
and then giving away the strategic in
terests of our country. Now that we 
have more than 18 intercontinental 
ballistic missiles aimed at America, we 
ought to get to the bottom of it. 

Never before have we ever had an ad
ministration, whether Democrat or Re
publican and I go all the way back to 
Harry Truman's day when I was a Ma
rine guard in this town never have we 
had a President, either Republican or 
Democrat, who deliberately withheld 
information and did not try to level 
with the American people. That is why 
we have had to have staff depositions 
in the past. 

Madam Speaker, I yield such time as 
he may consume to the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA). 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding time. Just to clar
ify some of the remarks from my col
league who sits on the subcommittee. 
" Close to impairing an investigation. " 
Give me a break. We went through ne
gotiations and discussions with the 
Southern District in New York. We 
never came close to impairing an in
vestigation. We went through that 
process. We went through that process 
with them in a very diligent way and 

never even came close to impairing 
that investigation. 

Talking about these amateurs that 
are going to interrogate witnesses. The 
minority knows very well the kind of 
people that we need to have interviews 
and discussions with. What are we tak
ing a look at? We are taking a look at 
very technical information. Where did 
$150 million of net worth from the 
Teamsters go over a period of 5 years? 
Rank-and-file Teamsters would like to 
know. We would like to know. How did 
they launder $1 million? How did they 
manipulate pension funds? We have got 
a specialist who was hired to do ex
actly that. It is a forensic auditor. We 
want a forensic auditor to go through 
it in detail. The forensic auditor and 
the staff needs to go through piles and 
piles of data, very technical data so 
that we can move forward. 

We had a hearing where the IBT and 
Grant Thornton and the auditors 
brought in their people. They would 
not allow us to talk to them before the 
hearing. They came in and they had 
wonderful answers. "Oh, you were in
terested in that kind of information? 
Boy, you really ought to talk to so and 
so. I can't answer that question." The 
end result is they delay and they set 
back our progress at getting to this 
kind of information. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. w AXMAN). 

Mr. WAXMAN. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding time. I just want to 
point out the statement made by the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. SOL
OMON) was completely irresponsible. No 
one has evidence to substantiate an ac
cusation that the Administration sold 
out national security for ·campaign 
contributions. But we can substantiate 
the following: The Republicans have 
taken foreign money. We can substan
tiate the allegations that they have 
used illegal conduit payments, that 
money has been raised on government 
property. 

D 1400 
And today is the anniversary of the 

Trent Lott-Newt Gingrich $50 billion 
tax break for the tobacco companies 
snuck into a bill in the middle of the 
night after they received millions of 
dollars of campaign contributions from 
the tobacco industry. 

Why are we not investigating those 
issues? Because the Republican Con
gress is on a partisan witch-hunt. 

Do not do the same thing in this 
committee that we are seeing on the 
Burton committee: a one-sided, par
tisan witch-hunt where Republican 
abuses are ignored and Democrat 
abuses are blown out of all proportion, 
where the evidence does not lend credi
bility to the conclusions that are stat
ed. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. CLAY) to respond. 
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Mr. CLAY. Madam Speaker, I just 

want to challeng·e the statement about 
whether the forensic auditor is paid.· He 
is a paid consultant of that committee, 
and he made a statement about fraud, 
pension fraud, that the Department of 
Labor has challenged and criticized 
him, and the independent auditors of 
the Teamsters have challenged him. 
And there is no evidence of any pension 
fraud, and my colleague ought to stop 
saying it. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. KIND). 

Mr. KIND. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today as a member of the sub
committee not only to oppose this res
olution but also to express my severe 
disappointment in the way this process 
has been conducted and also to indicate 
that I think that, by giving this un
precedented power to the sub
committee, we may end up doing more 
harm than good under the cir
cumstances. 

I am a former prosecutor. I know a 
little bit about conducting investiga
tions. Subpoena power can be ex
tremely useful in getting at the truth 
and uncovering the facts in a par
ticular matter, if it is necessary and if 
it is done right. 

But as member of the subcommittee, 
I do not see the necessity in it. I do not 
see this great conspiracy of obstruction 
and reluctance of Teamster members 
to appear before the committee. In 
fact, our subcommittee chair ref
erenced Mr. Sever and stonewalling 
that he apparently was committing 
when, in fact, he had appeared before 
our committee May of this year, was 
subjected to our numerous questions 
from across both aisles, and unless 
there is other information that they 
are not sharing with us, I do not see 
the stonewalling tactic taking place. 
Also, if it is done right, Madam Speak
er. 

Now, giving deposition power or au
thority to Members who do not have 
training on how to conduct a proper 
deposition is very dangerous. There is 
no easier thing to do if you are not 
trained than to muck up a deposition 
in a transcript, especially with wit
nesses who may be under some other 
criminal investigation, and that ex
actly was being proposed in this resolu
tion: for nonattorneys to come in be
hind closed doors with witnesses and to 
subject them to an array of ques
tioning when they do not know wheth
er to ask a leading question or an open
ended question, when it is appropriate, 
they do not know how to give proper 
documents into evidence as part of the 
transcript, and this is just a recipe for 
disaster. 

But perhaps my greatest concern 
about this resolution today, Madam 
Speaker, is the fact that we may be im
peding upon an ongoing criminal inves
tigation in the Southern District of 

New York, the U.S. Attorney's Office. 
This is an issue that I have repeatedly 
raised in committee. As a former pros
ecutor, there was no greater fear for 
me when I was conducting an inves
tigation than for outside forces to 
come in and start messing around with 
the conduct and the process of the 
criminal investigation and to start 
interfering with what we are trying do 
accomplish. 

Madam Speaker, I just conclude by 
urging my colleagues to oppose this 
resolution. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Again, Madam Speaker, the gen
tleman spoke about the fact that staff 
deposition authority is unprecedented. 
I think he said it three times; I wrote 
down three times. And I know he was 
not a Member of this Body when the 
Democrats controlled it for 40 years, 
but I would advise him to go back and 
do a little study about how many times 
the Democrats gave staff deposition 
authority. 

And he also mentioned stonewalling 
four times. He ought to read his home
town newspapers and that of the New 
York Times and the Washington Post 
and all the other papers across the 
country; they will headline who has 
been stonewalling all of these inves
tigations. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from Holland, Michigan 
(Mr. HOEKSTRA), the subcommittee 
chairman. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from New York 
for yielding this time to me. 

I would like to just insert for the 
RECORD a July 23, 1998, letter from An
thony Sutin, who is the Acting Assist
ant Attorney General , who highlights 
in his letter that we have not jeopard
ized investigations. As a matter of fact, 
his quote: 

We appreciate the subcommittee's coopera
tion in accommodating our law enforcement 
interests in the conduct of this oversight in
vestigation. 

We have consistently made sure in 
our efforts that we do not jeopardize 
what is going on in the courts, and we 
are complementing that effort, not 
jeopardizing that effort. We have been 
very, very conscious, and I think the 
gentleman from Wisconsin knows that 
because he has been in some of the dis
cussions whenever there has been a 
conflict or when the Southern District 
has raised a concern. I think the one 
time they raised a concern we actually 
sat down with the minority and talked 
about that and jointly reached a deci
sion that we would not proceed along 
that direction. 

The letter in . its entirety is as fol
lows: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
OFFICE OF LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS, 

Washington, DC, July 23, 1998. 
Hon. PETER HOEKSTRA, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Oversight and In

vestigations, Committee on Education and 
the Workforce, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This responds to your 
letter, dated July 15, 1998, regarding the Sub
committee's oversight investigation about 
the International Brotherhood of Teamsters 
(IBT) and, particularly, the Committee 's 
subpoena to the Department for tapes relat
ing to our on-going law enforcement action 
regarding IBT. As you know, the tapes were 
produced late on July 9, 1998, after service of 
the subpoena earlier on that date. 

We appreciate the Subcommittee 's co
operation in accommodating our law en
forcement interests in the conduct of this 
oversight investigation. We also would like 
to resolve the apparent misunderstanding 
about the Department's actions in response 
to the subpoena. The Department undertook 
substantial efforts to assess our interests in 
this matter, which is consistent with our 
usual processes in response to congressional 
subpoenas. It is our long-standing practice to 
consider Department interests, such as law 
enforcement and individual privacy, among 
others, as well as a congressional commit
tee's needs in responding to requests for in
formation , including subpoenas. While the 
process in this instance included consulta
tion with the United States Attorney in the 
Southern District of New York, the Depart
ment's response to the Subcommittee was 
neither dictated nor delayed by that Office. 
Indeed, the Department's same day response 
to the subpoena could not have occurred 
without the significant efforts of that Office. 

It also should be noted that the United 
States Attorney obtained the tapes for law 
enforcement purposes and to facilitate the 
Committee's access by producing copies of 
them, and certainly not to thwart the Com
mittee's access to them in any way. Because 
the IBT was to receive a complete copy of 
the tapes, production of the tapes to the 
United States Attorney and the Federal Bu
reau of Investigation could not possibly re
lieve the IBT of any obligation to respond to 
the Subcommittee's subpoena. 

Congressional subpoenas are taken very se
riously by the Department in every instance 
and we recognize a committee 's authority to 
issue compulsory process when required in 
the exercise of its legitimate oversight func
tions. In some cases, subpoenas represent a 
collision of interests between the executive 
and legislative branches. Such a collision 
often can be mitigated through informal dis
cussions designed to accommodate the needs 
of both branches, predicated upon an appro
priate sense of comity between them. This 
also permits their representatives to scruti
nize carefully the interests and needs of both 
branches so that satisfactory agreements 
can be reached. We regret that this par
ticular subpoena did not permit us an oppor
tunity to pursue such informal discussions; 
indeed, as far as we are aware, forthwith sub
poenas are unprecedented in our relationship 
with Congress. Based upon our subsequent 
conversations with counsel, we look forward 
to working with the Subcommittee produc
tively as this inquiry proceeds and hope that 
the misunderstandings of this experience can 
be avoided in the future. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you 
would like additional information about this 
or any other matter. 

Sincerely, 
L. ANTHONY SUTIN, 

Acting Assistant Attorney General. 
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Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. OWENS). 

Mr. OWENS. Madam Speaker, we 
have a situation here where they are 
requesting overwhelming, extraor
dinary powers, and whereas sometimes 
that might be appropriate, for example, 
when Oliver North in the basement of 
the White House was committing trea
son by disobeying the laws of Congress 
and selling weapons to an obvious 
enemy of America. Then that was time 
to use these kinds of powers, and I 
think those kinds of powers were as
sumed, and we had an appropriate in
vestigation. 

When the savings and loan swindle 
was under way, we should have used 
those kinds of powers, but we did not. 
We had Silverado Bank in Denver, Col
orado, where the directors told the cli
ent, "You need $13 million, we'll give 
you $26 million, and you deposit half of 
that back into the bank so that when 
the auditors come it will look good." 
Not a single director on that bank's 
board went to jail, and half a trillion 
dollars the taxpayers were out of as a 
result of the swindle by the savings and 
loans banks. We did not use those 
kinds of powers. 

Here we have a situation where, yes, 
some wrong deeds have been com
mitted. As my colleagues know, the 
Teamsters' elections are important. 
Irregularities in elections are not to be 
sneezed at. They are important. But we 
do not need these kinds of powers to 
deal with election irregularities. 

Teamsters have a long history, and 
there was a time when millions of dol
lars were being stolen. Dave Beck, 
Jimmy Hoffa-Jimmy Hoffa ended up 
being convicted and sent to jail, and 
later on he disappeared and it was as
sumed that he was murdered. Some 
terrible things have happened. Ron 
Carey came in as a result of reform 
that this government supported, and if 
he has done something wrong in re
spect to elections, he deserves to be 
punished. He does not d~serve the 
mobilizaton of these kinds of over
whelming powers. 

Madam Speaker, this is a partisan 
grab for power because they want to 
use it in a very partisan way. They 
want to continue what they have been 
doing all along, trying to destroy the 
unions in America, the labor move
ment in America. Working families 
have a lot to fear from this kind of 
abuse of power because it is going to be 
used in a very one-sided way, as it has 
up to now. They are not going to use 
this power to get to the bottom of the 
situation in an objective manner. We 
know from past history that that is not 
what is going to be happening. 

So it should be denied. We should not 
let these kinds of overwhelming powers 
be utilized by a committee that has al
ready demonstrated they only want to 
use it for very bipartisan purposes. 

This is not Oliver North in the base
ment of the White House committing 
treason. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Madam Speaker, it is a good thing 
that this Member of Congress is on his 
good behavior here today because I 
heard my former good friend-I better 
not say that-my good friend from New 
York (Mr. OWENS) referring to Marine 
Colonel Oliver North as conducting 
treasonous activities. Let me tell the 
Members of this Body that there is no 
greater hero in this country than Ma
rine Colonel Ollie North, who risked 
his life for my colleagues and I and 
every other American citizen. It was he 
and Ronald Reagan, our President, who 
stopped communism dead in its tracks 
in Central America. Otherwise, we 
might have the same kind of govern
ment there that we have in Vietnam 
today. We are going to be taking up a 
resolution on that in just a few min
utes. Or we might have the same kind 
of a government in Central America 
that we have in China or North Korea 
or some of these other countries. 

So, let me sing the praises of Colonel 
Oliver North and thank God that my 
grandchildren will have a free, demo
cratic country to live in. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. FORD). 

Mr. FORD. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL) 
for yielding this time to me. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today serving 
on both of the committees, and I thank 
my leadership for these assignments as 
a member of the Committee on Edu
cation and the Workforce and the Com
mittee on Government Reform and 
Oversight. I serve on this oversight in
vestigations committee and have had a 
firsthand view at how we have con
ducted ourselves as committee mem
bers and, more importantly, how the 
chairman of this subcommittee has 
conducted this committee. 

This Congress has spent more than 20 
or close to $20 million on 50 investiga
tions, 50 different investigations. 

Ken Starr, DAN BURTON, the gen
tleman from Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA), 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GOODLING); all of them have something 
in common, for they go after their po
litical enemies. For, as we rise today, 
those on this side of the aisle, and I 
would hope that we would be joined by 
some of our colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle, asking simply for fair
ness, asking simply for us to follow the 
rules in which this Congress, and as a 
first-term Member I am not privy nor 
do I have practical experience in all 
the rules of this Body, but I do know 
my history. 

Madam Speaker, the extraordinary 
power our colleagues seek to grant this 

committee, we set precedent by giving 
it to the committee of the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. BURTON). The gen
tleman from California (Mr. WAXMAN) 
spoke so eloquently about the abuses 
on that committee. 

I would urge and caution my very 
dear friend, the gentleman from Michi
gan (Mr. HOEKSTRA) to pay close atten
tion to how that committee conducted 
itself, to pay close attention to all the 
abuses and failures of that committee. 
We can get to the bottom of this Team
sters' investigation by simply fol
lowing the rules. 

I concur with my dear friend, the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND) 
and all of my colleagues on this side of 
the aisle and hopefully some on their 
side of the aisle who firmly believe 
that we can, indeed, do our job, and I 
might add that we have spent ·$2 mil
lion, and I would ask that the gen
tleman from New York (Mr. SOLOMON) 
ask the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
HOEKSTRA) to provide us with the cor
rect and accurate accounting of what 
we have spent. Then perhaps we can 
move from that point, I say to my col
leagues, and .make some valid and ac
curate decisions about where we go. 

Mr. KIND. Madam Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KIND. Madam Speaker, I hate to 
disagree with the chairman of the sub
committee, but there have been two 
specific witnesses who have been called 
before us where the U.S. Attorney's Of
fice was not consulted with, and they 
are very upset that they have been 
called and subject to our questioning 
who are part of the criminal investiga
tion. 

There are other examples like that, 
Madam Speaker. That is the concern 
that I have. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT). 

Mr. SCOTT. Madam Speaker, I in
clude for the RECORD a letter from the 
U.S. Attorney's Office, Southern Dis
trict of New York, which stated that 
taking testimony from certain wit
nesses who had been subpoenaed and 
scheduled to testify would impede an 
ongoing criminal investigation. 

The letter referred to is as follows: 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 

SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK, 
April 28, 1998. 

Re: Teamsters investigation. 
Hon. PETE HOEKSTRA, 
Chairman, House Subcommittee on Oversight 

and Investigation, House of Representa
tives. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to you 
as Chairman of the House Subcommittee on 
Oversight and Investigations (the "Sub
committee") to request that the Sub
committee not seek to question Brad Burton 
and Susan Mackie concerning involvement 
by individuals affiliated with the AFL in 
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fundraising for the 1996 Ronald Carey cam
paign for re-election as general President of 
the International Brotherhood of Teamsters 
("IBT"), a subject which is under criminal 
investigation by my · Office and the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. In my carefully con
sidered judgment, such testimony taken at 
this time could seriously undermine and 
compromise this very active criminal inves
tigation. While I fully recognize the impor
tance of your Subcommittee's investigation, 
I respectfully urge you and your fellow mem
bers to balance the harm that the proposed 
testimony on this particular subject may 
cause to this important criminal investiga
tion and prospective trials against any bene
fits that could come from the proposed ex
aminations on this topic. 

We understand that last week the Sub
committee sent letters requesting that these 
individuals appear to testify before the Sub
committee. We have no objection to testi
mony being taken from these witnesses, but 
only as to testimony regarding fundraising 
for the Carey campaign, which is the focus of 
the criminal investigation. At the request of 
Majority counsel, Deputy United States At
torney Shirah Neiman met with you and 
Congressman Norwood last week to explain, 
from our point of view, the negative impact 
we believe questioning these witnesses on 
this topic could have on the criminal inves
tigation. Ms. Neiman also offered-con
sistent with grand jury secrecy obligations, 
and the integrity of the criminal investiga
tion-to brief the Subcommittee or its coun
sel on matters of interest to the Sub
committee. Mr. Neiman also outlined the 
matters already in the public record regard
ing AFL involvement in the Carey campaign 
which might be of use to you in your hear
ings. 

Today, the criminal investigation has re
sulted in felony prosecutions and guilty 
pleas of three individuals who are cooper
ating with the ongoing investigation and an 
indictment yesterday against the former Di
rector of the IBT's Governmental Affairs De
partment. We have tried to be as cooperative 
as possible with all ongoing Congressional 
inquiries, Election Officer Investigations and 
Independent Review Board investigations, 
while at the same time ensuring the integ
rity of the ongoing criminal investigation 
and prosecutions. We are making this re
quest because we believe that the criminal 
investigation and any potential criminal 
trials will suffer if witnesses are forced pre
maturely to go forward with deposition and/ 
or public testimony. In addition, should the 
substance of interviews or testimony become 
public, the course of the criminal investiga
tion could be irreparably damaged. We ap
preciate your weighing these factors in mak
ing your decision in this matter. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
Respectfully, 

MARY JO WHITE, 
U.S. Attorney. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
DAVIS). 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Madam Speak
er, I rise in opposition to this resolu
tion. 

During the past two years, the American 
working families have experienced some suc
cess in defending the minimum wage in
crease, protecting Medicare/Medicaid, saved 
Federal job safety protections, threw anti
worker legislators out of office and held back 
the Fast Track proposal that would have made 
it easier for jobs to leave for overseas. 

Many of my colleagues and their corporate 
allies opposed every one of those victories for 
working families because they put more value 
on profits than on people. Now, it seems as 
though some of my Republican colleagues 
and their anti-union allies say it's payback 
time. 

Madam Speaker, a million dollars and one 
year later the Republican Members of the 
House have devised another devious plot to 
destroy the unions and the people who they 
represent-our Nation's working families. 

The Republican Members passed out of 
committee a resolution to allow the Education 
and Workforce Committee to take depositions 
behind closed doors, without a Member of 
Congress present as a part of the Teamsters 
Union investigation. Actions such as this have 
only been implemented during threats to na
tional security. 

Madam Speaker, this resolution is duplica
tive in nature and is an abuse of congres
sional power that tramples the civil liberties of 
our Nation's working families. 

This is a simple backdoor attack on unions 
and working families. This is an unfair and un
justified attack on democracy; but I was told at 
an Acorn rally in Milwaukee this past week 
that, a people united will never be defeated. 

I urge that we unite on behalf of working 
families, I urge that we unite and defeat this 
resolution. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
BECERRA). 

Mr. BECERRA. Madam Speaker, I 
rise in opposition to House Resolution 
507. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. BONIOR), our leader. 

Mr. BONIOR. Madam Speaker, this is 
just a continuation of the same old 
thing that we have seen for this whole 
Congress: Investigate, duplicate, waste 
taxpayers' dollars. 

Madam Speaker, close to $20 million, 
17 investigations; they want to go 
through this again. 

We spent a million dollars on this in
vestigation already; now they want to 
expand the powers. What they want to 
do is in secret, under oath, with no 
Member present they want to interro
gate witnesses. 

It is out of control. They cannot face 
the reality of the issues of education 
and of health care and the things that 
the people care about in this country. 
This Congress is exclusively, exclu
sively designed to deal with investiga
tions of the political enemies of the 
other side of the aisle. 

That is what this is about, make no 
mistake about it. 

I urge my colleagues to vote no on 
this irresponsible resolution. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, we 
have just a closing statement, so I re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Madam Speaker, I would simply say 
that this is bad legislation. It is cer-

tainly to me very much of a power 
grab. It is not necessary because the 
Justice Department is already inves
tigating. 

I would urge a no vote, and I will ask 
for a vote on this particular resolution. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

D 1415 
Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, how 

much time do I have remaining? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 

EMERSON). The gentleman from New 
York (Mr. SOLOMON) has 61/2 minutes re
maining. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Madam Speaker, 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Michigan will state his 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Madam Speaker, is 
it a rule of the House that documents 
that are to be entered in the RECORD 
should be in the House? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
House has authority by unanimous 
consent to admit those documents for 
printing. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Madam Speaker, if 
they have asked for unanimous con
sent, should I not have access to those 
documents when they are inserted? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The doc
uments are available with the Official 
Reporters of Debate. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Madam Speaker, if 
the document has been inserted for the 
RECORD, should the Clerk or someone 
have the document? 

Mr. BECERRA. Madam Speaker, reg
ular order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The doc
uments should be delivered to the Offi
cial Reporters of Debate. 

Mr. BECERRA. Madam Speaker, 
there was no objection raised earlier to 
any unanimous consent made before. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair is merely responding to a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The documents submitted by unani
mous consent are delivered to the Offi
cial Reporters of Debates. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Madam Speaker, 
have they been delivered? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman may inquire of the Official Re
porters. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. We have inquired, 
and the documents are not available. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. They 
should be submitted to the Official Re
porters, or they will not appear in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Madam Speaker, I 
would just like a copy as soon as they 
ever get delivered to the House. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, do I 
understand that the balance of the 
time was yielded back by my good 
friend, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
HALL)? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is 
correct. The gentleman from New York 
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(Mr. SOLOMON) has 61h minutes remain
ing. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Madam Speaker, before recognizing 
our last speaker to sum up, let me just 
point out that this Congress always has 
its job to do in oversight. That is what 
we are attempting to do here. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 61/2 minutes 
to my good friend, the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA). 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

I thank the gentleman for leading 
the effort on this change to the rules. 
Let us just go through the process. In 
1989, the IBT, because of massive influ
ence by organized crime, was put under 
a consent decree with the Justice De
partment. 

In 1996, they held an election. In the 
summer of 1997, there were severe q ues
tions about the validity of that elec
tion. I stood up and said, do not certify 
that election until all the objections 
have been investigated. The minority 
did not participate. 

Shortly after that, the election was 
overturned. It was an election that 
cost the American taxpayer $20 mil
lion, was administered by an election 
officer under a consent decree at the 
same time that an independent review 
board was looking at the Teamsters. 
There, maybe, would be some questions 
about how, with all this oversight, 
could we not even run a fair election. 
But, no, the other side does not believe 
that that is an important question to 
ask. 

Shortly after that, in August of 1997, 
the election was overturned. At that 
point in time, I suggested that the win
ner of that election, the now disquali
fied president, maybe, should resign or 
remove himself from office. Some on 
the other side thought that that was a 
radical step, a witch-hunt. 

On Monday of this week, the inde
pendent review board removed that of
ficial , Mr. Carey, from the Teamsters 
for life. 

Early in 1998, one of the new im
provements that was put in place was 
to make sure that the Teamsters were 
acting in the best interest of their 
members. Why? Because we had ex
posed that their net worth had de
creased from $157 million to $700,000. 
Why? Because we had identified that, 
perhaps, there had been pension fraud. 
Why? Because there had been three 
people who had plead guilty to laun
dering a million dollars of Teamsters 
rank and file money through the proc
ess back to benefit Mr. Carey. 

This independent financial auditor, 
what did we find out? We found out 
that he was not much more than a 
bookkeeper. Very qualified, but not 
empowered to do the kind of work that 
needed to be done. It only cost the 

rank and file Teamsters around $60,000 
a month, I believe. 

What else do we know? What would 
we like to know? Have you heard re
ports that documents are being shred
ded at the IBT headquarters on a re
cent weekend? That was this past 
weekend. We have been informed that 
two IBT employees wearing green uni
forms delivered an industry size shred
der to the office of the IBT commu
nications director, Matt Witt, during 
the week of July 13, 1998, and that the 
noise of the shredder operating in that 
office could be heard on Saturday, July 
18, when Mr. Witt was in the building. 

There is no corruption going on at 
the Teamsters. These people are acting 
in the best interest of the rank and 
file. They are acting in the best inter
est of the taxpayers since we have paid 
for this. Sorry. Wrong. 

What did Mr. Edelstein say, the judge 
who has been watching these people for 
9 years? He believes it is time for the 
good members of this union to rise up 
and revolt. Rather than aggressively 
going after and exercising our respon
sibilities, the minority says, no, let us 
not go too fast. This is a witch-hunt. 

This is protecting the rank and file 
interest of the Teamsters. The nice 
thing about this investigation is that 
rank and file Teamsters are rising up 
in revolt, and they are sending us docu
ments. They are sending us complaints 
because many of them believe that the 
only people who have been acting in 
their best interests is this sub
committee, because we have been fo
cused on· rank and file, and we are not 
focused on the people in the marble 
palace over here who are not a right
fully elected leadership, but who are 
all part of a failed leadership, and they 
are all part of a discredited election. 
We are not indebted to the people who 
write the political action committee 
checks out of that building to people in 
this building. 

It is time for us to move forward. It 
is time for us to take a look at why all 
of this that has been put in place on 
the Teamsters, all this government 
intervention is not working the way 
that it should be. 

Staff deposition authority, there are 
all kinds of protections built into the 
rules of our committee. The witnesses 
will be protected. They will be accom
panied by counsel. The counsel will 
have the opportunity to review all 
transcripts. The minority will be ad
vised 3 days before any staff deposi
tions are taken. 

This power is needed because, even 
though Mr. Severs came in and said I 
will do everything that I can to help 
move this investigation forward as 
quickly as possible, what does that 
mean that he does? It does not mean 
that he voluntarily sends people to 
interview with our staff prior to a 
hearing. 

He says, I will only let people come if 
it is in a formal hearing setting. No, I 

am not going to help you go through 
these piles of documents to find out 
where $157 million went. I am not going 
to help you find out how we laundered 
a million dollars. As a matter of fact, 
he is not helping us. He is not even 
helping his own rank and file. 

When we ask Mr. Severs, what inves
tigation do you have going on? He said, 
I am not doing anything. Three people 
have plead guilty. His former bosses 
has been expelled from the union. This 
leadership is doing absolutely nothing. 
It is time for Congress to continue and 
let this committee move forward with 
its work. 

Mr. COSTELLO. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in opposition to H.Res. 507. This resolu
tion grants unprecedented powers to the 
House Education and Workforce Committee to 
take depositions behind closed doors, without 
a Member of Congress present. Prior to this 
Republican-led Congress, the power for Com
mittee staff to take depositions in closed-door 
sessions was granted on only two occasions
to the Judiciary Committee for impeachment 
proceedings and to the nonpartisan Ethics 
Committee. 

Today, however, the Republican leaders of 
this House want to continue their witch hunt 
regarding the Teamsters presidential election. 
The Republican leaders want to use their par
tisan advantage to stomp on the civil liberties 
of union-associated individuals. By giving the 
power to Republican staff members of the 
Education and Workforce Committee to take 
depositions behind closed doors, this resolu
tion prevents Democrats from having any role 
in this investigation. Shamefully, the public is 
shut out completely. 

The Republican leaders in this House claim 
that this resolution is need because the Team
sters Union has been uncooperative. The 
Teamsters have complied with Committee re
quests and have already produced more than 
50,000 documents for the Committee to re
view. Further, the Teamsters have not refused 
a request to testify before the Committee. Why 
must depositions be taken behind closed 
doors by Republican staff? What do the Re
publicans have to hide? 

This resolution represents a back-handed 
attempt to circumvent an open process of in
vestigation. This entire investigation has been 
duplicative and wasteful. After more than 18 
months, more than a million taxpayer dollars 
have been spent on this investigation-with lit
tle to show for the effort. How much longer 
must we continue this partisan charade? 
Madam Speaker, I urge my colleagues to vote 
against this resolution. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I 
move the previous question on the 
amendment and the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment rec
ommended by the Commi ttee on Rules. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 
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Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, I 

object to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to clause 5 of rule I, further pro
ceedings on this question are postponed 
until later today. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

DISAPPROVING EXTENSION OF 
WAIVER AUTHORITY WITH RE
SPECT TO VIETNAM 
Mr. CRANE. Madam Speaker, pursu

ant to the previous order of the House 
of Wednesday, July 29, 1998, I call up 
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 120) dis
approving the extension of the waiver 
authority contained in section 402(c) of 
the Trade Act of 1974 with respect to 
Vietnam, and ask for its immediate 
consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The text of House Joint Resolution 
120 is as follows: 

H.J. RES. 120 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That Congress does not 
approve the extension of the authority con
tained in section 402(c) of the Trade Act of 
1974 recommended by the President to Con
gress on June 3, 1998, with respect to Viet
nam. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the order of the House on 
Wednesday, July 29, 1998, the gen
tleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE) and 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
LOFGREN) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. CRANE). 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. CRANE. Madam Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks and include extraneous material 
on House Joint Resolution 120. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CRANE. Madam Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to yield one-half of 
my time to our distinguished col
league, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. ROHRABACHER) in support of the 
resolution. I further ask that the gen
tleman from California be permitted to 
yield blocks of time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that half of the 
time yielded to me be yielded further 
to the gentleman from California (Mr. 
MATSUI) and that he be permitted to 
yield blocks of time and that I would 
be permitted to yield blocks of time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the gentlewoman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

D 1430 
Mr. CRANE. Madam Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Madam Speaker, I rise in opposition 

to H.J. Res. 120 and in support of the 
extension of Vietnam's Jackson-Vanik 
waiver. 

Since President Clinton lifted the 
trade embargo against Vietnam in 1994, 
the administration has taken steps to 
normalize U.S. trade relations with 
that country. This process is subject to 
the Jackson-Vanik amendment to the 
Trade Act of 1974, the provision of U.S. 
law which contains emigration criteria 
that must be met or waived by the 
President before a country subject to 
Jackson-Vanik can engage in normal 
trade relations, including normal tariff 
treatment, with the United States and 
gain access to U.S. trade financing pro
grams. 

Because Vietnam is not eligible for 
normal trade relations with the U.S., 
pending the completion and approval 
by Congress of a bilateral commercial 
agreement, the immediate effect of 
Vietnam's Jackson-Vanik waiver is 
quite limited. Specifically, the waiver 
only allows Vietnam to be reviewed for 
possible coverage by U.S. trade financ
ing programs such as OPIC, Eximbank, 
and the U.S. Department of Agri
culture. Vietnam is not automatically 
covered by these programs as a result 
of its waiver, and must still face sepa
rate individual reviews against each 
program's relevant criteria. 

The significance of Vietnam's waiver 
is that it permits us to stay engaged 
with the Vietnamese and to pursue fur
ther reforms. Vietnam is not an easy 
place to do business. However, our en
gagement enables us to influence the 
pace and direction of Vietnamese re
form. 

Madam Speaker, I would at this time 
insert in the RECORD a letter I received 
from 28 trade associations supporting 
Vietnam's Jackson-Vanik waiver as an 
important step in the ability of the 
business community to compete in the 
Vietnamese market which is the 12th 
most populous market in the world. 

I would also insert in the RECORD a 
letter from our distinguished former 
colleague, Mr. Charlie Vanik. It is a 
letter that he sent to our current col
league, the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. MORAN) in support of this waiver. 

Hon. PHILIP CRANE, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

JULY 22, 1998. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE CRANE: The Amer
ican business community supports pursuing 
a policy of economic normalization with 
Vietnam. We endorse the decision to grant 
Vietnam a waiver of the "Jackson-Yanik" 
amendment. The waiver gives American 
companies selling to Vietnam access to cru-

cial U.S. export promotion programs and ls 
an important first step to normalizing trade 
relations with Vietnam. We strongly oppose 
l{.J. Res. 120, which would overturn the waiv
er. A vote on this legislation might come 
during the week of July 27. 

Vietnam has met the requirements for a 
waiver. The Jackson-Vanik amendment is 
meant to encourage a policy of free emigra
tion in countries with nonmarket economies. 
Since the Administration normalized diplo
matic relations with Hanoi in 1995, Vietnam 
has cleared for interview over 80 percent of 
all remaining applicants of the Resettlement 
Opportunity for Vietnamese Returnees 
agreement. 

Pending legislation, H.J. Res. 120, would 
overturn the Jackson-Vanik waiver for Viet
nam and deliver a serious setback to U.S.
Vietnam commercial relations. Without the 
waiver, American companies would be denied 
access to export promotion programs offered 
by the U.S. Export-Import Bank and the 
Overseas Private Investment Corporation. 
These programs are vital to meeting the 
challenges of doing business in Vietnam's 
emerging market. 

Overturning the Jackson-Vanik waiver 
also would derail bilateral negotiations seek
ing commitments from Vietnam on market 
access, services, intellectual property and in
vestment. The eventual agreement will bring 
Vietnamese law closer to international trade 
norms, thereby helping U.S. companies to 
tap the long-term potential of the Viet
namese market. If we fail to remain on the 
path of economic normalization, we risk 
ceding the potential of that market to com
petitors in Europe, Japan, and elsewhere in 
Asia. 

Finally, overturning the Jackson-Vanik 
waiver for Vietnam would have important 
political implications. Vietnam has cooper
ated with efforts to search for American 
POWs and MIAs. Cooperation could be jeop
ardized if the House passes a disapproval res
olution. 

The American business community be
lieves that a policy of economic normaliza
tion with Vietnam is in our national inter
est. We applaud the House Ways and Means 
Committee and Senate Finance Committee 
for reporting unfavorably disapproval resolu
tions regarding the Jackson-Vanik waiver 
for Vietnam. We urge you to support eco
nomic normalization with Vietnam by vot
ing against H.J. Res. 120. 

Sincerely, 
Aerospace Industries Association. 
American Chamber of Commerce, Hanoi. 
American Chamber of Commerce, Ho Chi 

Minh City. 
American Chamber of Commerce, Hong 

Kong. 
American Farm Bureau. 
Asia-Pacific Council of American Cham

bers of Commerce. 
Association for Manufacturing Tech

nology. 
Chemical Manufacturers Association. 
Coalition for Employment through Ex

ports, Inc. 
Electronic Industries Alliance. 
Emergency Committee for American 

Trade. 
Fertizlier Institute. 
Footwear Distributors and Retailers of 

America. 
International Energy Development Coun-

cil. 
International Mass Retail Association. 
National Association of Manufacturers. 
National Center for APEC. 
National Foreign Trade Council. 
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National Oilseed Processors Association. 
Pacific Basin Economic Council-U.S. 

Member Committee. 
Securities Industry Association. 
Telecommunications Industry Association. 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce. 
U.S. Council for International Business. 
U.S. National Committee for Pacific Eco-

nomic Cooperation. 
U.S.-Vietnam Business Committee of the 

U.S.-ASEAN Business Council. 
U.S.-Vietnam Trade Council. 
USA *Engage. 

Juniper, FL, July 28, 1998. 
Hon. JAMES P. MORAN, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR JIM: As one of the authors of the 
Jackson-Vanik provision of the 1974 Trade 
Act, I am writing to urge you to oppose the 
motion to disapprove trade credits for Viet
nam (H.J. Res. 120). 

The Jackson-Vanik provision was written 
with the intent of encouraging the Soviet 
Union to relax its restrictive emigration pol
icy, particularly with Soviet Jewry. It spe
cifically granted the President the power to 
waive restrictions on U.S. government cred
its or investment guarantees to communist 
countries if the waiver would help promote 
significant progress toward relaxing emigra
tion controls. I am proud of the fact that the 
Jackson-Vanik provision was extremely 
helpful by encouraging the Soviet Union to 
relax its emigration policies and eventually 
helped open the door to improved economic 
relations with the Soviet Union. 

In reviewing the current waiver that Presi
dent Clinton granted Vietnam on June 3, I 
believe his actions are entirely consistent 
with the law. Vietnam has made significant 
progress on its commitments to resettle Vi
etnamese returnees and has consented to ex
tend these more liberal emigration proce
dures to other refugee programs. I also be
lieve the waiver will encourage the Govern
ment of Vietnam to continue to cooperate on 
locating U.S. servicemen missing in action, 
to become less isolated, and to follow the 
rule of law. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES V ANIK, 

Former Member of Congress. 

In the context of ongoing bilateral 
commercial agreement negotiations, 
Vietnam's Jackson-Vanik waiver puts 
the burden squarely on the Vietnamese 
to come forward with the market prin
ciples needed to conclude an agreement 
worthy of congressional approval and 
the extension of normal trade relations 
to Vietnam. 

Terminating Vietnam's waiver will 
provide the Vietnamese with an excuse 
not to undertake further reforms and 
would reerect the barrier to the nor
malization of our bilateral trade rela
tions. 

I urge my colleagues not to take 
away our ability to pressure the Viet
namese for change and for progress on 
issues of importance to the U.S. I urge 
a "no" vote on H.J. Res. 120. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield such time as she may consume to 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
SANCHEZ), a leader in the efforts for 
freedom. 

Ms. SANCHEZ. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to lend my support to H.J. 
Res. 120, the resolution to disapprove 
the Jackson-Vanik waiver to Vietnam. 

In March of this year, the govern
ment of Vietnam was granted a waiver 
from the J ackson-V anik amendment. 
While this is a significant step towards 
the economic revitalization of Viet
nam, the decision ignores basic human 
rights issues which still need to be re
solved. 

Madam Speaker, I have the privilege 
of representing one of the largest Viet
namese-American communities in the 
United States right in Orange County, 
almost 300,000 people. They are the par
ents, the siblings and the offspring of 
families who fought communism for 2 
decades, and the majority of my con
stituents feel that economic relations 
with Vietnam should not be established 
until specific emigration, political and 
human rights issues are addressed. 

The Orange County Register, one of 
the newspapers in our area, conducted 
informal reader polls and found huge 
multiracial majorities opposed the im
mediate lifting of the waiver. During 
this past year, many of my constitu
ents have also contacted my office di
rectly. In this debate I am their voice. 

Jackson-Vanik is about emigration, 
then trade. Normalize emigration; 
move towards n<;>rmalizing trade. 
Waiving the Jackson-Vanik require
ment for Vietnam on March 10 was a 
mistake. This decision only makes it 
harder for many Vietnamese to reunite 
with their families. 

The simple truth is that the Viet
namese Government does not meet the 
conditions of free emigration. Authori
ties have denied United States officials 
access to the vast majority of return
ees who are eligible to emigrate. In 
other words, the way it was changed 
was that, first, one had to get an exit 
permit in order to be interviewed by 
the United States to see if one could 
come to the United States, and now 
they have changed that. Now they have 
the exit permit at the back end. And 
what they do is provide a list to the 
United States about whom we may 
interview. And, of course, that list is 
very limited. 

The only significant human rights 
concession recently made was this exit 
permit at the back end instead of the 
front end. 

Al though this looks like an impor
tant concession, the United States is 
still forbidden to interview anyone 
whose name is not on the list supplied 
by the Vietnamese Government. 

And although some of my colleagues, 
and I have seen these letters going 
around, will lead you to believe that 
Vietnam has cleared for interview over 
80 percent of all of the remaining 

· ROVR applicants, the fact of the mat
ter is, many of those applicants are not 
even on the list. 

What they leave out is the fact that 
the same officials who were denying 

the exit permits to begin with are now 
in the position to keep people off of 
those lists. And according to a recent 
report to Congress, the State Depart
ment acknowledges that some 15,000 
former United States Government em
ployees and their families have not 
been issued those exit permits. 

Besides the administrative road
blocks, pervasive corruption at all lev
els of the government in Vietnam cre
ates additional obstacles for emigra
tion. Let us say that one is on that list 
and one moves forward to an interview 
by the U.S. and the U.S. says, okay, 
come here, and then one has to get the 
exit permit; what happens? One of 
those government officials says, it is 
going to cost you $2,000 to get this per
mit. Well, in a country where the an
nual per capita income is approxi
mately $300 U.S. dollars, most Viet
namese wishing to emigrate cannot af
ford to pay such an amount. 

Contrary to the Vietnamese Govern
ment's pretense, it is saying that it has 
no political or religious prisoners, but 
many Vietnamese continue to languish 
in prisons because of their political or 
religious beliefs. 

Last September I, along with the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
LOFGREN), chaired a human rights cau
cus briefing on Vietnam. We heard 
from representatives of the inter
national organizations and from the 
Vietnamese American community 
leaders about what is going on in cur
rent social, political and economic con
ditions in Vietnam. And believe me, 
while we may not pay much attention 
to what is going on in Vietnam because 
we have so many other issues, the Viet
namese community in Orange County 
and across the United States does pay, 
day in and day out, attention to the de
tails of what is going on in Vietnam. 
We learned that we must be concerned 
about Vietnam's poor human rights 
record and religious persecution. 

Madam Speaker, I began by saying 
that this is about emigration, and that 
is what I believe we need to discuss 
today, but let us not lose sight of the 
fact that human rights and business in
terests are also denied in Vietnam. We 
have learned from that briefing that we 
had that all religious groups face great 
challenges in obtaining things in Viet
nam. For example, basic religious ma
terials. And we also learned in that 
congressional briefing that although 
the Vietnamese constitution prohibits 
discrimination based on gender, eth
nicity, religion or social class, we find 
that women and children and ethnic 
minorities are often the victims of re
pression. 

Reports show that the Hoa Hao Bud
dhist Church, for example, continues to 
be suppressed. All of their religious ac
tivities and ceremonies are prohibited. 
Assembly of more than 3 persons is for-:
bidden, and all of the assets and prop
erties have been confiscated. 
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In my district, the Hoa Hao Buddhist 

Church brought my attention to the 
case of Buddhist priest Nam Liem. Mr. 
Liem is a 58-year-old Buddhist priest 
who practiced religion at a small fam
ily temple in Vietnam, and since 1975, 
he has been arrested and detained by 
the Communist authorities over 50 
times. Today, he has not been released 
from prison. 

In addition, there are many pro-de
mocracy activists, scholars, poets, et 
cetera, whose only crime it was to " in
jure the national unity. " 

Of course, we have an " Adopt A 
Voice of Conscience Campaign" here in 
Congress to show the attention to the 
human rights abuses, religious persecu
tion, and social state of Vietnam. 

Madam Speaker, I would end by say
ing please, today, do not surrender our 
principal leverage with the Communist 
regime. Vote " yes" for free emigration, 
vote " yes" for family reunification, 
vote " yes" to end religious persecu
tion. Vote " yes" to promote free 
speech and democracy. It is our honor 
at stake today as we honor the values 
which we are sworn to uphold. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Speak
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
disapproval of a waiver of the Jackson
Vanik requirements of the 1974 Trade 
Act. What were the Jackson-Vanik re
quirements in that 1974 Trade Act? 
They clearly stated that we have con
cerns in this House dealing with human 
rights, things like freedom of religion 
and freedom of emigration, and this 
President of the United States, con
sistent with what he has done in many 
other cases around the world, has de
cided they do not count, they do not 
count at all. Those requirements that 
were laid down by former Congresses, 
much less our Founding Fathers, they 
do not count, because human rights 
does not count for this administration. 

I would hope that my colleagues 
would today join us in affirming that 
human rights and those principles that 
our country stands for do count for 
something, and that we do not believe 
in just waiving them. 

What are we waiving them for? The 
President is waiving the Jackson
Vanik requirements in order to extend 
American tax dollars, our tax dollars 
to subsidize or insure private corpora
tions who want to do business in Viet
nam, who want to make money by in
vesting in a Communist dictatorship. 
This is a moral travesty, as well as bad 
business. 

Six months ago when the President 
first issued this Jackson-Vanik waiver, 
we basically have been looking at what 
Vietnam has been doing since then. 
There has been no liberalization, no 
opening up of their political system. 
There has been no major release of po
litical prisoners. Human rights and re
ligious rights continue to be trampled 

upon by those who hold power in Viet
nam. 

But what about the business end of 
it? Just this week I received a briefing 
by the GAO on the Vietnamese econ
omy. People are jumping out of Viet
nam because it is so corrupt. They 
showed me, the GAO showed me a 1998 
report by the United Nations Develop
ment Program that shows that both 
the U.N., the IMF, the World Bank, and 
our own State Department is convinced 
that Vietnam has a lack of integrity 
and transparency in their economic 
dealings, and so businesses are pulling 
out. 

Is this a time for us then to waive the 
human rights requirements so that 
businesses can go in with U.S. taxpayer 
guarantees and invest in Communist 
Vietnam? This is exactly the wrong 
time. They are going in the wrong di
rection economically, and they have 
not taken a step forward in terms of 
politically and morally. 

No , what we are going to be doing is 
spending tax dollars with this waiver 
to guarantee American businessmen to 
go in and use cheap slave labor under a 
dictatorship to manufacture goods to 
export to the United States to put our 
own people out of work. That is im
moral , and it does not work politically, 
and it does not work economicaily, be
cause we are going to lose that invest
ment money and the taxpayers will 
have to make up for it unless, of 
course , those big businessmen make a 
profit with the slave labor and then 
they will take all of that profit for 
themselves at our expense. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I 
rise in support of the gentleman's reso
lution not to give Most Favored Nation 
treatment to this Communist dictator
ship. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Speak
er, I ask my colleagues to join the gen
tleman from New York (Mr. SOLOMON) 
in support of denying this waiver. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. MATSUI. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself l V2 minutes. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today in oppo
sition to House Joint Resolution 120 
and in support of continuing to nor
mal~ze relations with Vietnam. This 
policy will promote American interests 
in receiving a greater accounting of 
our POWs, MIAs, promoting values of 
democracy and human rights, as well 
as helping American workers. 

It is important to be clear about 
what extending Jackson-Vanik waivers 
will do and what it will not do. Today's 
vote is not about " for or against" nor
mal trade relations for Vietnam; only 
when Vietnam concludes a bilateral 
agreement on trade approved by the 
Congress will it be eligible for normal 
trade relations. 

D 1445 
Renewal of the waiver is the most re

cent step in the gradual normalization 
of the relationship with Vietnam in the 
postwar era. 

I understand and appreciate the frus
trations of the families seeking a 
greater accounting of POWs and MIAs 
by the Vietnamese government. We are 
all firmly committed to this goal. We 
will continue to make that clear to the 
Vietnamese government. However, the 
U.S. policy of incremental normaliza
tion has gone hand-in-hand with con
tinued cooperation on this very, very 
important issue of accounting of POWs 
and MIAs. 

Vietnam does in fact fall short of our 
standard of human rights and political 
and religious freedoms. However, their 
continued exposure to U.S. values on 
human and religious freedoms will pro
mote progress in Vietnam on these ob
jectives that we all share. 

I disagree with those who argue that 
revocation of the waiver is an effective 
means to achieve further progress. Our 
former colleague and prisoner of war, 
Ambassador Pete Peterson, has noted 
that improvements in our relations 
have only been made since we have en
gaged the Vietnamese. In addition, 
many of my colleagues who have 
served in Vietnam support extending 
the waiver: Senator JOHN MCCAIN, Sen
ator JOHN KERRY, Senator BOB KERREY, 
the gentleman from Illinois Mr. LANE 
EVANS, Representative .JACK MURTHA, 
to name a few. 

I urge a no vote on this resolution. 
Mr. CRANE. Madam Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
I would like to remind Members that 

they all received a letter from 17 of our 
colleagues, on a bipartisan basis, Viet
nam vets , all in support of the waiver. 
I would urge them to make sure that 
they read it critically. 

Madam Speaker, I yield P /2 minutes 
to my colleague, the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO). 

Mr. MANZULLO. Madam Speaker, 
the Jackson-Vanik amendment to the 
1974 Trade Act focuses on using various 
U.S. trade inducements to pressure 
non-market countries to allow freedom 
of emigration. It is not supposed to be 
a total referendum on that nation's in
ternal policies, and it has nothing to do 
with MFN, and it has nothing to do 
with other human rights violations, 
other than the freedom to emigrate. 
That is what we are talking about 
today. 

The practical effect of this waiver 
simply allows U.S. exporters to operate 
more efficiently in Vietnam. Our ex
porters face an uneven playing field 
when t rying to sell to Vietnam. For
eign competitors have long had the 
support of their home governments, 
equivalents of the Eximbank, OPIC, 
TDA, and the USDA. Foreign countries 
have taken export opportunities away 
from Americans, simply because our 
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foreign competitors obtained a govern
ment-subsidized rate for an export 
loan, or dangled a foreign aid incentive 
before certain Vietnamese government 
officials. Japan alone has an $850 mil
lion developmental assistance package 
to induce countries like Vietnam to 
buy Japanese exports. 

Finally, we got the message, and the 
President's waiver is making a dif
ference, particularly on infrastructure 
projects. U.S. workers are now making 
products to sell to Vietnam. Vietnam 
prefers buying American products. The 
waiver does not lower any U.S. import 
duties on Vietnamese products. It is to
tally one-sided in our favor in terms of 
our balance of trade. 

If this resolution passes, only U.S. 
workers will be hurt. Larger American 
companies may still win export deals 
in Vietnam, but they will use foreign 
subsidiaries and foreign workers to 
complete the contracts. That is, U.S. 
companies will use their foreign sub
sidiaries to sell to Vietnam, thus dis
placing American jobs. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself 5 minutes. 

Madam Speaker, I support House 
Joint Resolution 120, which would dis
approve the waiver of Jackson-Vanik. I 
cannot say strongly enough that 1998 is 
not the time to extend normal trade re
lations to Vietnam, to waive our re
quirement for free emigration from 
Vietnam. 

I believe that Vietnam and the 
United States will be able to trade with 
each other in the future, but not until 
Hanoi ends its human rights abuses, al
lows for truly free emigration, and es
tablishes a fair and sound economic en
vironment for American businesses. 
This is going to take time to achieve. 
This also will require the U.S. to re
frain from extending normal trade re
lations status to Vietnam until Hanoi 
makes these corrections. 

I am very concerned about the 
human rights abuses in Vietnam that 
my colleagues, the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. SANCHEZ) and the gen
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR
ABACHER), have already spoken to. 
While paying lip service to religious 
freedom and individual liberty, the 
Communist government of Vietnam 
continues to persecute those who ques
tion the authority of the state, includ
ing those in the Buddhist church who 
stand not only for freedom, but also for 
freedom to worship. 

On July 15 Vietnam imposed prison 
sentences of 10 months to 2 year on 10 
members of a religious group for en
gaging in heretical propaganda because 
they believe in their religious beliefs. 

The heart of Jackson-Vanik focuses 
on freedom of emigration. Vietnam 
continues to restrict the right of its 
citizens to emigrate. I cannot even 
begin to tell you how many cases my 
office deals with concerning families 
who are split because Vietnamese au-

thorities will not allow the emigration 
of a family member. 

Despite these problems, I believe 
that, given time, Vietnam can make 
changes. These changes really began 
with the reform movement in 1986. 
Vietnam achieved high economic 
growth of 8 percent a year with low in
flation. As a result, the U.S. lifted eco
nomic sanctions in 1994 and normalized 
relations in 1995. 

That was the wrong thing to do, be
cause it has all been downhill since 
then. The economic growth did not 
produce democratic and market re
forms, as we have seen in other coun
tries like China, South Africa, 
Zimbabwe. In addition to quashing the 
religious, political, and social freedom 
of its citizens, and restricting their 
right to emigrate, Hanoi has taken 
giant steps backward from fostering 
sound policies and stability to bolster 
its economy and to attract foreign in
vestors. 

As the gentleman from California 
(Mr. ROHRABACHER) pointed out, there 
has been a dramatic retraction of busi
ness from Vietnam because of these 
policies 40 percent contracted foreign 
investment decreased in the last year 
alone. U.S. exports to Vietnam plum
meted from $616 million in 1996 to $286 
million last year. As my hometown 
newspaper, the San Jose Mercury 
News, wrote, "The ruling Communist 
party has stalled further reform.'' 

I am someone who believes in trade. 
I also believe that in specific cases, 
trade can be a useful tool to change be
havior. I voted for normal trade rela
tions between the United States and 
China. I believe that that has helped 
China to improve, and hopefully they 
will continue to improve. 

All of us in this Chamber believe in 
human rights. Sometimes we have rea
sonable differences of opinion about 
what are the best tools in a particular 
case to achieve human rights. In this 
case, nothing could be clearer to me 
than using the tool of trade to improve 
human rights in Vietnam. 

We used that tool effectively . with 
South Africa. I am glad we did. It is 
very obvious to me that Vietnam is 
eager, for historical reasons as well as 
desperate economic reasons, to have a 
valuable trade relationship with the 
United States. Our history with Viet
nam shows that they will collaborate 
with us in the effort for human rights 
if we just stand firm. 

Now is the time for patience. While 
Vietnam has taken some steps toward 
improvement, it has very far to go as 
we can see from the Hanoi govern
ment's treatment of its own people. 
Vietnam has failed, it has flunked, in 
its effort to earn normal trade rela
tions. I think it would be a dramatic 
mistake for our country, for the Viet
namese people, and for world peace, if 
we allow the waiver of Jackson-Vanik 
to move forward. 

I strongly, strongly urge my col
leagues to vote in favor of House Joint 
Resolution 120. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Speak
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. BEN GILMAN), the 
distinguished chairman of the Com
mittee on International Relations. 

Mr. GILMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Madam Speaker, I am pleased to rise 
in strong support of House Joint Reso
lution 120, introduced by the gen
tleman from California (Mr. RoHR
ABACHER), in disapproving the exten
sion of the waiver, the Jackson-Vanik 
amendment. The issues here are 
progress on human rights, freedom of 
religion, and freedom of emigration. 

Simply stated, tht;i Vietnamese gov
ernment has not demonstrated any sig
nificant progress on any of these 
issues. Many of us have voiced our ob
jections to the rapid pace of normal
izing relations with Vietnam. Yet, our 
President insists that waiving the 
Jackson-Vanik amendment and open
ing programs of the Overseas Private 
Investment Corporation and the Ex
port-Import Bank to Vietnam is in our 
best national interest, and will encour
age the Vietnamese government to co
operate on many issues, including eco
nomic reforms. However, OPIC guaran
tees and Export-Import Bank financing 
programs should be a reward for 
achievement, and not offered as any 
fanciful incentive based on a hope for 
the future. 

Despite the opening of relations 3 
years ago, prisoners of conscience are 
still in prison. Thousands of our former 
comrades in arms are still unaccounted 
for in Vietnam. 

The recent highly respected State 
Department Human Rights Report on 
Vietnam states, 

The government arbitrarily arrested and 
detained citizens, including detention for 
peaceful expression of political and religious 
objections to government policies. The Viet
namese government denied citizens the right 
to fair and expeditious trials, and still holds 
a number of political prisoners. 

The consequence of the Jackson
Vanik waiver granted in March of this 
year by the President is that our tax
payers began paying for subsidies for 
U.S. trade and investment in Vietnam 
through the Export-Import Bank and 
Overseas Private Investment Corpora
tion. 

These programs were designed to 
overcome the risks for American com
panies operating in a corrupt, troubled 
business environment in Vietnam. Yet, 
the business climate in Vietnam is 
marked by limited market access, lack 
of transparency, unpredictability in 
business dealings, red tape, and corrup
tion. Many firms are pulling out of 
Vietnam, and foreign direct investment 
was down 40 percent last year. 
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An example of the risk of doing busi

ness in Vietnam is that the Eximbank, 
which opened their programs to Viet
nam in April of this year, has not ap
proved any guarantees or loans or in
surance since that date in Vietnam. 
Exim is offering a limited number of 
programs because of Vietnam's severe 
credit problems. OPIC has been open 
for a comparable period, and like Exim, 
has yet to approve any financing for 
any American investments in Vietnam. 

So we ask, how has a waiver of im
portant American laws served our in
terest, as promised by the President, 
who is determined to help U.S. busi
ness? Furthermore, will Jackson-Vanik 
improve the Vietnamese record on 
POW-MIA issues? In the several 
months since the waiver has been in 
place, it certainly has not. 

So, in conclusion, a proposed exten
sion of the waiver of Jackson-Vanik 
would reward a lack of progTess on 
human rights, immigration, and eco
nomic reform, and the POW-MIA effort. 
Vote yes on this resolution of dis
approval, and send a strong message 
that our Nation values principles over 
potential profits. 

Mr. MATSUI. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BOU
CHER), a leader in the area of religious 
freedom in Vietnam. 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California for 
yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of the President's decision to extend 
the Jackson-Vanik waiver for Vietnam, 
and in strong opposition to the resolu
tion of disapproval. 

The Jackson-Vanik waiver process is 
designed to promote immigration from 
countries that do not have market 
economies. In the case of Vietnam, the 
waiver is clearly working as intended. 
Since the waiver was granted, Vietnam 
has made steady progress under both 
the ROVR and the Orderly Departure 
programs. If the waiver is rescinded 
through passage of this resolution of 
disapproval, that progress, which de
pends entirely on the cooperation of 
the Vietnamese government, will al
most certainly be reversed. 

I urge the defeat of this resolution, a 
step that will encourage greater co
operation by Vietnam in resolving our 
ongoing discussions on other issues of 
concern, including human rights and 
trade. 

By the defeat of this resolution, we 
will also give a vote of confidence to 
the outstanding work of our ambas
sador in Vietnam and his very fine 
staff. I am pleased to urge defeat of 
this resolution. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Let me remind everyone, Mr. Speak
er, that this waiver only allows that 
Vietnam be reviewed for possible cov
erage by U.S. trade financing pro
grams. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield l1/2 minutes to 
our distinguished colleague, the gen
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER). 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the waiver extension 
and in opposition of the resolution of 
disapproval. 

D 1500 
I think that Thomas Jefferson was 

right on target when he said, " Two 
thinking men can be given the exact 
same set of facts and draw different 
conclusions. ' ' 

Mr. Speaker, I obviously have the 
highest regard for the gentleman from 
Dallas, Texas (Mr. SAM JOHNSON), my 
very dear friend and a great hero, a 
former POW himself, as well as the 
gentleman from California (Mr. ROHR
ABACHER) and others who are sup
porting the resolution, and of course 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
GILMAN), chairman of the Committee 
on International Relations, and the 
g·entleman from New York (Mr. SOL
OMON), the chairman of my Committee 
on Rules. 

Mr. Speaker, when I think about the 
changes that all of us have observed 
over the past several years in Vietnam, 
they are incredible. I went in the early 
part of this decade and had the chance 
to see N egen Kotach, who was the For
eign Minister, present to me translated 
copies of Paul Samuelson's economic 
text. There are very bold moves being 
made towards a free market, and in 
fact we are making progress in the area 
of human rights. 

Mr. Speaker, I have had the privilege 
of serving on the POW/MIA Task Force. 
In 1986, I went with the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. SOLOMON) and the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. GIL
MAN) on my first trip to Vietnam. It 
was a very, very troubling experience 
for all of us. 

But I have concluded that over · this 
period of time, based on every shred of 
evidence that we have, we have seen a 
dramatic improvement in the coopera
tion of the Vietnamese Government 
with the United States in trying to re
solve this issue. 

So, I oppose the resolution of dis
approval and support the extension of 
the Jackson-Vanik waiver. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from California (Mr. BERMAN). 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I oppose 
the Rohrabacher motion. I do so with 
great reluctance, because I have tre
mendous respect for many of the people 
leading the fight against this waiver. 
But Jackson-Vanik is about immigra
tion. 

Anyone who has studied the statis
tics, because I know there are many 
anecdotal stories and there are many 
problems remaining, but anyone who 
has studied the statistics knows that in 

the last year there has been a dramatic 
reversal and a massive improvement in 
the Vietnamese Government's coopera
tion with us on processing refugees, 
people who were shipped back from the 
camps in Thailand, in Hong Kong, in 
Indonesia, to Vietnam against their 
will. Mr. Speaker, 15,000 interviews 
have been granted already; 82 percent 
of the people we are interviewing have 
been cleared for coming to the United 
States or other countries that they in
tend to go to. 

The criteria for interviews is far 
more liberal than the traditional ref
ugee definition. We cannot turn down 
and thereby risk the retrenchment of 
this program, and I urge a "no" vote on 
the resolution. 

I urge a "no" vote against H.J. Res. 120. 
Vietnam is cooperating on the key issue be
hind granting this waiver: Jackson-Vanik. 

Mr. Smith and I fought long and hard with 
the administration to get them to implement a 
Resettlement Opportunity for Vietnamese Re
turnees (ROVR) program. This involved Viet
namese boat people who were forced back to 
Vietnam after ending the program of keeping 
them in camps abroad. After we got the ad
ministration to go along with it, we pressed 
them hard to get the Vietnamese to ensure 
their cooperation. And they have been suc
cessful. 

So successful is the program that there are 
now 343 cases, involving 601 people, who 
have not left because, after receiving clear
ance from the Vietnamese Government and 
after having been interviewed by the INS, they 
have decided suddenly to get married and 
bring their spouses and other relatives over. 

We have submitted over 19,000 names to 
the Vietnamese. They have cleared for inter
view 15,572. 991 have not been cleared, 
mainly because we gave the Vietnamese the 
wrong address. Of these, 36 have not been 
cleared because of criminal charges. We have 
put 713 on medical hold and excluded 23 for 
medical reasons. 

This is a great achievement. Over 5,000 
people have already left for the United States. 
More are coming and the administration is op
timistic that it will have completed the program 
by the year's end. 

This is what the Jackson-Vanik requirement 
is all about and Vietnam has met that require
ment. Sure there has been some pushing and 
pulling but Vietnam has made major and sig
nificant steps to ensure the program works 
even though we allowed more liberal defini
tions of eligibility than we had applied for other 
immigrant applicants. 

We want to encourage more openness by 
Vietnam generally. The success of this pro
gram and the joint accounting for POW/MIA 
demonstrates that we can work with Vietnam 
to our mutual interest. 

Vote "no" on H.J. Res. 120. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SMITH) , chairman of the Subcommittee 
on International Operations and 
Human Rights of the Committee on 
International Relations, who is re
spected throug·hout this body for his 
commitment to human rights. 
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Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 

Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER), my 
good friend, for yielding me this time 
and for his excellent work on this 
issue. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just make it 
very clear what this vote is about. It is 
about U.S. taxpayer subsidies for one 
of the worst dictatorships in the world. 
Let us be clear on another thing. There 
is no freedom of immigration from 
Vietnam. If there were, there would be 
no need for this waiver. The adminis
tration could simply certify that Viet
nam complies with the Jackson-Vanik 
Freedom of Information requirement. 
Instead, by waiving the requirement, 
the administration has conceded that 
there is no such freedom. 

Yes, the government allows some 
people to leave when it is good and 
ready. But for the many thousands who 
have been persecuted because they 
were on our side during the Vietnam 
war, Vietnam is still a prison. 

I hope my colleagues understand that 
this is not a vote about free trade. It is 
about subsidies; corporate welfare for 
Communists. Since the President gave 
the waiver in March, the U.S. taxpayer 
has been paying for Eximbank and 
OPIC subsidies of trade and investment 
in Vietnam. Many of these taxpayer 
dollars subsidize ventures owned in 
large part by the Government of the 
Socialist Republic of Vietnam. Over
regulation and widespread corruption 
make Vietnam a terrible place to do 
business. 

Mr. Speaker, let me also remind 
Members, I was the prime sponsor of 
the amendment back in 1995. We had a 
hot debate, because we were sending 
people back who were real refugees. 
Yes, there has been some progress on 
ROVR. But we find that it slows to a 
trickle, to nothingness, when they de
cide to turn off the spigot. We should 
not be intimidated by that kind of 
opening and closing of the gates for the 
ROVR program. 

Let me also say that in Vietnam, 
human rights violations are many. 
Catholic priests, Buddhists, are ar
rested and imprisoned. Vietnam en
forces a two-child-per-couple policy by 
depriving parents of unauthorized chil
dren of employment and other govern
ment benefits. It denies workers the 
right to organize independent trade 
unions and has subjected many to 
forced labor. 

The government not only denies free
dom of the press, but also systemati
cally jams Radio Free Asia which tries 
to bring them the kind of broadcasting 
they would provide for themselves if 
their government would allow them 
free expression. 

Many organizations support the 
Rohrabacher resolution: the American 
Legion, the veterans groups. I urge my 
colleagues to please vote for it. 

So we should disapprove the Jackson-Vanik 
waiver at least until the government allows all 

the ROVR-eligible refugees to leave. And we 
should also stand up for the people who never 
left Viet Nam and are still trapped there, in
cluding long-term reeducation camp survivors 
and former U.S. government employees. Many 
of these people are members of the 
Montagnard ethnic minority who fought val
iantly for the U.S. and have suffered greatly 
ever since. As of a few weeks ago, only 4 
Montagnard applicants-out of over 800 we 
believe to be eligible for U.S. refugee pro
grams-have been cleared for refugee inter
views. 

Finally, we must not forget the prisoners of 
conscience. Hanoi imprisons Catholic priests, 
Buddhist monks, pro-democracy activists, 
scholars, and poets. When we complain to the 
Vietnamese government, they just respond 
that "we have a different system." They need 
to be persuaded that a system like this is not 
one that Americans will subsidize. 

In Vietnam human rights violations are 
many. Hanoi arrests and imprisons Catholic 
priests and Buddhist monks. Vietnam enforces 
a "two-child per couple" policy by depriving 
the parents of "unauthorized" children of em
ployment and other government benefits. It 
denies workers the right to organize inde
pendent trade unions, and has subjected 
many to forced labor. The government not 
only denies freedom of the press, but also 
systematically jams Radio Free Asia, which 
tries to bring them the kind of broadcasting 
they would provide for themselves if their gov
ernment would allow freedom of expression. 

Mr. Speaker, the Vietnamese government 
and its victims will both be watching this vote. 
We must send the message that economic 
benefits from the United States absolutely de
pend on decent treatment of Vietnam's own 
people. We may not be able to insist on per
fection, but we must insist on progress. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, may I 
inquire how much time remains? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SHIMKUS). The gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. CRANE) has 8112 minutes remaining; 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
LOFGREN) has 3 minutes remaining; the 
gentleman from California (Mr. RoHR
ABACHER) has 6112 minutes remaining; 
and the gentleman from California (Mr. 
MATSUI) his 11112 minutes remaining. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. TRAFICANT). 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, at 
times the United States has been in
volved in Nation-building with our dol
lars. These are handouts. These are 
Communists. 

Every Vietnam group that helped 
American troops while they were over 
there dying for peace, they have re
pressed every Vietnam group that was 
supportive of our troops. 

I support the resolution. We just had 
a strike settled where General Motors 
workers won an agreement that they 
would not sell a couple of their plants 
by the year 2000. They are desperately 
fighting for jobs. The Congress of the 
United States and all our well-mean
ing, politically correct economic strat
egies is shipping jobs all over the world 

and is patting Communists on the 
back. I want no part of it. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the reso.lu
tion. I think we are rewarding Com
munists that screwed our soldiers and 
screwed their own people who tried to 
help our men who were protecting their 
buns. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge Members to sup
port the resolution. I ask Congress to 
approve it. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. SAM JOHNSON) who served as 
a prisoner of war in Vietnam and 
knows that they are not cooperating on 
the MIA/POW issue, just to back up 
what the distinguished gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) just stated. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, this resolution is not about 
Vietnam. It is about honoring and re
specting the over 58,000 American sol
diers who gave their lives battling 
communism so we could remain free. It 
is about our soldiers who still remain 
missing in action. It is about keeping 
the hope alive for the families who still 
wake up every morning asking the 
same question: What happened to my 
child, my husband, my brother, my fa
ther? 

I have seen how this Communist gov
ernment conducts business. I have per
sonally experienced their threats, their 
lies, and their so-called promises. My 
distrust lies with the Vietnamese Gov
ernment. 

To those Members of Congress and to 
the administration who believe that 
opening up the Vietnam markets will 
bring closure to this chapter in his
tory, they are wrong. I listened to their 
propaganda that America had betrayed 
us, left us to die. I knew they were 
wrong. 

As a member of the U.S.-Russia Joint 
Commission on POW/MIAs, we have 
been negotiating for the last 5 years to 
get a full accounting of our missing. I 
can tell my colleagues that the Gov
ernment of Vietnam continually re
fuses to cooperate. 

My only request is let us stop the 
suffering of the parents, the children, 
the relatives, those who do not know 
the fate of their brave loved ones. Let 
us stand up to the Vietnam Govern
ment today and say: Give us informa
tion on our missing who died. 

America demands to know what hap- · 
pened to our servicemen and women, 
the soldiers who died for this Nation to 
keep it free. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2112 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER), 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Asia 
and the Pacific of the Committee on 
International Relations. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support for extension of the 
waiver and in opposition to the resolu
tion. 

In the mid-1960s, I was an infantry of
ficer and intelligence officer with the 
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First Infantry Division. I completed 
my service, but within a month the 
members of my tight-knit unit were in 
Vietnam and taking casualties the first 
night. I have emotional baggage, we all 
have emotional baggage in this coun
try, but I would suggest it is time to 
get on and not reverse course on Viet
nam. 

Mr. Speaker, I have great respect for 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SAM 
JOHNSON) who just spoke, but I bring to 
the attention of the Members what we 
know already. Another former POW, 
our former colleague Pete Peterson, 
tells us about the dramatic progress 
now being made, with the Vietnamese 
help, in remains recovery under some 
very difficult and dangerous and 
treacherous conditions. And in fact, of 
course, another POW, JOHN MCCAIN, 
has also, along with others who served 
in Vietnam, supported a waiver in this 
instance. 

But after all, this issue is about emi
gration. That is what Jackson-Vanik is 
about. So, we ought to address the 
issue before us. 

Under the statute, a waiver of the 
Jackson-Vanik amendment may be 
granted if it will substantially. promote 
freedom of migration. Vietnam's 
record on emigration has improved dra
matically in the last 10 to 12 years. 
Over 480,000 Vietnamese have emi
grated to the United States under the 
Orderly Departure Program. And, de
spite some unwise things done in this 
House just a year or so ago, only about 
6,900 ODP applicants remain to be proc
essed. 

Mr. Speaker, it is clear to this Mem
ber that in the case of Vietnam, the 
Jackson-Vanik amendment is working. 
Last October, Vietnam eliminated the 
requirement for applicants to obtain 
exit permits prior to interviews for the 
Resettlement Opportunity for Viet
namese Returnees, ROVR, greatly fa
cilitating the implementation of 
ROVR. 

Subsequently, as the waiver came up 
for renewal, Vietnam modified its pro
cedures for handling the ODP cases of 
Montagnards and former reeducation 
camp detainees to conform with the 
ROVR procedures. The prospect of the 
initial waiver and later its renewal al
most certainly factored in Vietnam's 
decision to liberalize procedures under 
the Orderly Departure Program and 
ROVR. The yearly renewal of the waiv
er will maintain incentives for progress 
toward free emigration. 

Vietnam remains a difficult place for 
American firms to do business. That is 
sure. But we ought to extend the Jack
son-Vanik waiver not to benefit the 
Government of Vietnam or its people, 
but for the benefit of the American 
people. The waiver should lead to in
creased U.S. exports and to have a 
greater impact on the way the Viet
namese regard human rights and de
mocracy. 

As Chairman of the Subcommittee on Asia 
and the Pacific, this Member would suggest 
that now is not the time to reverse course on 
Vietnam. Since establishing relations three 
years ago, Vietnam has increasingly cooper
ated with the United States on a range of 
issues. The most important of these is, I am . 
informed, dramatic progress and cooperation 
in obtaining the fullest possible accounting of 
Americans missing from the Vietnam War. 
Those Members who attended the briefing by 
the distinguished Ambassador to Vietnam, a 
former Prisoner of War and former Member of 
this body, the Honorable Pete Peterson, 
learned of the great efforts to which Vietnam 
is now extending to address our concerns re
garding the POW/MIA issue, including their 
participation in physically very dangerous re-
mains recovery efforts. · 

Moreover, the Government of Vietnam is 
proving to be cooperative on the issue of emi
gration-which, as Members of this body must 
know, is actually the issue that Jackson-Vanik 
addresses. 

This Member would not want to permit the 
impression to exist among any of his col
leagues that support of the Jackson-Vanik 
waiver is an endorsement of the Communist 
regime in Hanoi. We cannot approve of a re
gime that places restrictions on basic free
doms, including the right to organize political 
parties, freedom of speech, and freedom of re
ligion. 

But even in this problematic area, engage
ment is producing results. The American pres
ence in Vietnam exposes Vietnamese to 
American ideals and principles. Vietnamese 
visitors to the United States including official 
delegations, students and businessmen, learn 
about the American way of life. We can expect 
that over time these contacts, along with ac
cess to international media and telecommuni
cations, will have a beneficial effect on Viet
namese attitudes. Greater prosperity will lead 
to increased demand for responsiveness from 
the government, an important first step on the 
road to democracy. 

Vietnam remains a difficult place for Amer
ican firms to do business. This Member is par
ticularly concerned about the level of corrup
tion that has been tolerated by Hanoi. A bilat
eral trade agreement is under negotiation that 
will improve Vietnam's trade and investment 
environment to benefit and protect American 
business. Rejection of the waiver would under
mine the trade negotiations and remove any 
incentive for Vietnam to meet United States 
requirements. Extending the waiver will en
courage economic reforms and maintain 
American firms' access to the trade promotion 
and investment support programs of the Ex
port-Import Bank, OPIC and USDA, enabling 
the firms to compete with foreign businesses 
that receive benefits from their own govern
ments. 

The Jackson-Vanik waiver does not give 
MFN to Vietnam. MFN can be considered only 
following the waiver and the approval by Con
gress of a completed bilateral trade agree
ment. 

We should extend the Jackson-Vanik waiv
er, not to benefit Vietnam's Government or 
people, but for the benefit of the American 
people. The waiver should lead to increased 
United States exports to and investment in 

Vietnam, which, in turn, will lead to more jobs 
for American workers. Continued engagement 
with Vietnam is the way to promote the demo
cratic values we uphold. Approval of the waiv
er will encourage Vietnam's further integration 
into regional organizations and world markets. 
This integration is a positive force for regional 
stability. 

I urge rejection of the resolution. 
Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the gentlewoman from Mis
souri (Ms. MCCARTHY). 

Ms. McCARTHY of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in support of ex
tension of the Jackson-Vanik waiver 
for Vietnam and in opposition to House 
Joint Resolution 120. 

This resolution would deny my com
munity and others like it the oppor
tunity to continue its humanitarian ef
forts with the Vietnamese people to 
promote emigration. UPLIFT Inter
national, Heart to Heart, the West
moreland Scholar Foundation have 
made generous contributions to those 
in need. 

One of the recipients of the West
moreland Scholar Foundation, Joyce 
Nguyen, is an intern in my district of
fice. As a Student Ambassador from 
Rockhurst College, she traveled to Da 
Nang to assess the needs of the doctors 
and staff. She is a first generation 
American whose parents fled Vietnam 
after the war. Joyce learned of her cul
tural background and shared her Amer
ican heritage with the doctors and the 
students that she taught English to. 
Her work in Vietnam allowed her to 
make permanent life friends and re
trace the history of her ancestors. 

I see many positive advantages at the 
local and national level for free emi
gration and social development. As the 
next millennium approaches, we should 
be concerned with forming a lasting 
friendship with Vietnam. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote "no" on H.J. Res. 120. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of the 
extension of the Jackson-Vanik waiver for 
Vietnam, and in opposition to House Joint 
Resolution 120. It is true that our relationship 
with Vietnam has been marked with sorrowful 
memories. Unfortunately, when the word Viet
nam is spoken, it conjures up haunting images 
of war and not of the beautiful and culturally 
rich country that it is today. In 1994, the Clin
ton Administration lifted the U.S. Trade Em
bargo which allowed U.S. firms to enter Viet
nam's economy and compete in the inter
national community. This action has led to 
Vietnam being part of the ASEAN organiza
tion, a qualification which shows promising po
tential for the country to be a significant trade 
partner with the U.S. Our goal is to forge a 
new relationship for both nations, so that we 
can both benefit from a friendship dedicated to 
healing and reconciliation. 

Trade is important to America. More impor
tantly, trade relations are important to the Fifth 
District of Missouri. Currently, Vietnam has a 
crumbling infrastructure, a shortage of medi
cine, and limited technology. Companies like 
Black and Veatch, Hoechst Marion Roussel 



July 30, 1998 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 18225 
(HMR), Butler Manufacturing, Burlington Air 
Express, and countless other companies have 
business ventures with the Vietnamese which 
are vital to my district. 

Black and Veatch, an engineering firm, 
headquartered in Kansas City, Missouri is per
forming a $2.4 million project for the people of 
Vietnam. Black & Veatch is an 80 year old 
corporation which employs 2,500 engineers 
and architects in the Kansas City area and 
over 7,000 working professionals in over 90 
offices worldwide. Black and Veatch was the 
first engineering company to set up an office 
in Vietnam arid is currently upgrading water 
treatment plants in seven towns. HMR has a 
subsidiary in Vietnam which markets the drugs 
it makes here in the United States to the peo
ple of Vietnam. About 2,000 of my constitu
ents work at HMR World Headquarters, an es
tablished pharmaceutical company which man
ufacturers and markets medicine you can find 
in your local drugstores and across the world. 
Another company, Butler Manufacturing and 
its 5, 100 employees rely upon the economic 
ties established in Ho Chi Minh City to deliver 
preengineered metal buildings and structural 
frames. 

In Missouri, corporations are looking over
seas for opportunities to sell American goods 
and services. Proctor and Gamble, United Air
lines, Ford Motor Company, Goodyear, Pfizer 
International, Harley Davidson, Caterpillar, and 
Lucent Technologies are just a handful of 
companies employing thousands of Missou
rians who have operations and ongoing 
projects with Vietnam. 

This resolution would deny my community 
the opportunity to continue its humanitarian ef
forts with the Vietnamese people. UPLIFT 
International, Heart to Heart, and the West
moreland Scholar Foundation have made gen
erous contributions to those in need. Cor
porate sponsors like Black and Veatch, 
Hoechst Marion Roussel, Federal Express, 
and Boeing have helped establish trust, and 
placed people before profit. What began in 
1995 as a Heart to Heart airlift to supply 46 
tons of medical supplies has led to additional 
efforts to supply the Vietnamese people with 
undertakings like UPLIFT's Project HOPE to 
ensure tuberculosis education and prevention. 
Under the direction and vision of Mike Meyer, 
UPLIFT has gained much corporate sponsor
ship as well as the trust of the Vietnamese 
government. When Typhoon Linda struck the 
Vietnamese coastline, Mr. Meyer was specifi
cally asked by the Vietnamese government to 
help out and quickly found a way to provide 
the supplies needed. 

The Westmoreland Scholar Foundation, 
named in honor of General and Mrs. William 
C. Westmoreland, is a non-political, non-profit 
educational foundation established for the pur
pose of educating those young people who 
can best contribute to reconciliation and har
mony between the people of the United States 
of America and the people of Vietnam. 

One of the recipients of the Westmoreland 
Scholar Foundation, Joyce Nguyen, is an in
tern in my District Office. As a Student Am
bassador, from Rockhurst College in Kansas 
City, Missouri, she traveled to Da Nang, Viet
nam with the intent to assess the needs of the 
doctors and staff. She and a fellow Rockhurst 
student, Son Do, traveled to Da Nang and are 

both first generation Americans whose parents 
fled from Vietnam after the war. This was a 
unique experience for them to witness their 
parent's homeland and to communicate what 
the hospital lacked in essential equipment and 
medicines for its patients to UPLIFT Inter
national. With the support of Vietnam veterans 
like Ret. Col. Roger H. Donlon, the first soldier 
to receive a Congressional Medal of Honor in 
Vietnam, his wife Norma, and many commu
nity members, Joyce learned of her cultural 
background and shared her American heritage 
with the doctors and students as she taught 
them English. Her work in Vietnam allowed 
her to make permanent life friends and retrace 
this history of her ancestors. 

The Westmoreland Scholar Foundation has 
Vietnamese American students enrolled in 
many colleges throughout the United States 
including Rockhurst College in my district. This 
program is meant to build bridges between 
both American and Vietnamese cultures. It en
sures opportunities for students active in the 
Vietnamese-American communities for study 
and humanitarian services in Vietnam and for 
the exchange of Vietnamese students to study 
in the United States. This organization is dedi
cated to friendship with our Vietnamese allies, 
and the opportunity to gain the respect of our 
former Vietnamese adversaries in the tradition 
of patriotism, service, and leadership dem
onstrated by the lives of the Westmorelands. 

I see many positive advantages at the local 
and national levels for free immigration and 
social development. As the next millennium 
approaches, we should be concerned with 
forming a lasting relationship with countries 
like Vietnam. I urge my colleagues to vote no 
on House Joint Resolution 120. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. BLUMENAUER), a distinguished 
Member who has been very active in 
the area of trade. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
disagree with the proponents on the 
narrow terms of the waiver. But more 
importantly, I feel that they are also 
wrong on the big picture. 

This very day, my daughter, a col
lege-age young woman, is in Vietnam 
going anywhere she wishes, marveling 
at the friendliness of the people, over 
60 percent of whom are under 25 years 
of age with no connection to the war, 
other than to live with its horrible con
sequences. 
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They are looking to America for a 

new relationship. This decision today 
is about whether we on this floor can 
exemplify the spirit of our late col
league, Walter Capps, about learning 
and reconciliation. It is about equip
ping our friend, Pete Peterson, in his 
mission as Ambassador to move the re
lationship between these two countries 
into the future in the spirit of healing 
and r ehabilitation. 

And most important, this debate is 
to assure that we, as Congress, can 
learn from this experience so that our 
children, their children and grand
children will not be trapped by the web 

that so ensnared three generations of 
Americans. 

Please, reject the resolution. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. ROYCE), the father of 
Radio Free Europe. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, this is not 
a debate about trade or investment. 
American companies, I think we all 
know, are free to trade with and invest 
in Vietnam. We all wish them well in 
that. This resolution does nothing to 
change that. 

What this resolution does is to say, 
now is not the time to send in govern
ment agencies, OPIC and the 
Eximbank, which is the practical effect 
of this waiver, and give us more lever
age to fight for the many interests we 
have in Vietnam. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
resolution. Since we began normalizing 
relations with Vietnam, we have ex
tended more and more to the Viet
namese government. As of today, we 
have given it recognition. We have 
opened an embassy in Hanoi. We have 
sent an ambassador to work out the 
many real interests we have in Viet
nam. Today we are looking at letting a 
Jackson-Vanik waiver to go by and 
opening the door for OPIC and 
Eximbank funding, a subsidy to Viet
nam. These gradual changes in our pol
icy I thought were to be done with a 
sense of expectation of the Vietnamese 
government. My understanding was 
that this was supposed to be a two-way 
street. 

Since we began normalizing relations with 
Vietnam, we have extended more and more to 
the Vietnamese government. As of today, 
we've given it recognition, opened an em
bassy in Hanoi, and sent an ambassador to 
work on the many real interests we have in 
Vietnam, including the POW/MIA iss.ue. Today 
we're looking at letting a Jackson-Vanik waiver 
go by and opening the door for OPIC and Ex
Im Bank funding in Vietnam. 

These gradual changes in our policy. I 
thought, were to be done with a sense of ex
pectation of the Vietnamese government. My 
understanding was that this process was sup
posed to be a two-way street. 

I also thought we were going to bring a 
healthy dose of skepticism to the table. We 
were going to be skeptical, not because of any 
bitterness over our past in Vietnam, but be
cause we understood the type of government 
we're dealing with: in simple terms, one of the 
world's most politically and economically re
pressive regimes. 

This is the reality we must deal with in ask
ing whether progress has been made on the 
issues we care about and also whether it's 
likely that progress will be made if we give up 
one more lever of influence we have over the 
Vietnamese government: American taxpayer 
subsidized trade benefits. And we should all 
realize that the Vietnamese government very 
much wants this waiver. This is real leverage. 
So, why give it up without human rights 
progress from Vietnam. 

And why should U.S. taxpayers support 
these subsidized U.S. businesses in Vietnam, 
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one of the least open, most state-controlled 
economies in the world. This economy lacks 
property rights and suffers from corruption. 
Patent piracy is a problem. Not surprisingly, 
the first American corporation licensed to op
erate in Vietnam (Vatico, Inc.) closed shop 
and left the country earlier this summer. So 
let's send in OPIC and Ex-Im to aid U.S. busi
nesses, and even Vietnamese government
controlled businesses in partnership with 
American firms? 

This reminds me of another issue before 
this Congress: funding for the International 
Monetary Fund. There is debate over whether 
IMF funding, U.S. taxpayer-supported funding, 
can be effective in bringing about economic 
reform in aided countries. Many suggest that 
IMF support prolongs reform by propping up 
bad government policies. That's what hap
pened in Indonesia. You know at least the 
subsidized IMF asks for change. With OPIC 
and Ex-Im Bank we will support businesses 
with only the hope that the Vietnamese gov
ernment will change its policies. This is the 
type of wishful government-funded engage
ment we're considering. [By the way, the IMF 
has canceled loans to Vietnam.] 

We've heard today that political and reli
gious repression is pervasive in Vietnam. So 
it's not surprising that the Vietnamese govern
ment is jamming Radio Free Asia. Hanoi has 
done this almost from the beginning of RFA's 
Vietnamese broadcasting. Radio Free Asia is 
intended to provide Vietnamese with the range 
of information we believe will help them build 
democracy and free-market driven prosperity. 
The Vietnamese government wants none of 
this. 

Let's remember the reaction many of us in 
this body had last month when Beijing denied 
Radio Free Asia reporters the right to travel 
with President Clinton to China. Many of us 
condemned that. Some of us thought Presi
dent Clinton should have taken a stronger 
stand on this fundamental issue. Yet here we 
have Hanoi attacking the free press, RFA, in 
even more direct terms. What's our response: 
send in OPIC and the Ex-Im Bank! 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. This is not a de
bate about trade or investment. American 
companies are free to trade with and invest in 
Vietnam. We wish them well. This Resolution 
does nothing to change that. What this Reso
lution does do is to say now is not the time to 
send in government-agencies, OPIC and the 
Ex-Im Bank, which is the practical affect of 
this waiver, and give up more leverage to fight 
for the many interests we have in Vietnam. I 
urge my colleagues to support this Resolution. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Min
nesota (Mr. VENTO). 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the resolution. 

It is the actions of the 1980s and 1990s 
that are moving this country to a 
lower common denominator concerning 
basic human rights and disregard for 
the fundamental values that should 
serve as the core of our foreign and 
economic policies. We cannot change 
nor should we seek to change the out
come of military events in Southeast 
Asia 3 decades ago. But the United 
States can, through existing law and 

policy, assert foreign economic policies 
that provide for improvement and de
mocratization of this part of the world, 
including Vietnam. 

The fact is, we cannot keep spending 
the same dollar over and over again, 
talking about progress towards, while 
the fundamental tenets of Jackson
Vanik are not being met, much less 
basic human rights in this country. 
The fact is, we need to assert our .influ
ence now at this time to achieve that 
for those people in Southeast Asia that 
are still being ill-treated and not pro
vided the opportunities that they merit 
much less any freedoms required by 
Jackson-Vanik. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Members of 
this body to strongly support this reso
lution that opposes this type of trade 
liberalization. 

I rise today in support of the resolution to 
disapprove the waiver of the Jackson-Vanik 
amendment to the Trade Act of 197 4 for Viet
nam. Serious issues remain in our relationship 
with Vietnam; the government of Vietnam is 
criticized by international human rights groups 
for a wide range of violations including arbi
trary detention, disregard of workers rights and 
persecution of religious groups. The com
munist government in Vietnam will not allow 
democracy and freedom without pressure. 
What the United States does in regard to 
trade agreements does have an impact; we 
can be a force for positive change. 

Actions of the U.S. are most important 
today, because of past actions of this Con
gress and Administration throughout the 1980s 
and 1990s; the United States is regrettably 
moving towards a lower common denomi
nator-concerning basic human rights, dis
regard for fundamental values which should 
serve as the core of our foreign economic poli
cies, and yielding to political expediency. We 
can't change nor should we seek to change 
the outcome of military events in South East 
Asia over two decades ago. But the U.S. can, 
through existing law, and policy assert foreign 
economic policies that achieve an improve
ment in the democratization of this region of 
the world, including Vietnam. 

The year by year rubber stamping of normal 
trade relations, in light of the absolute con
tradiction of actions and deeds, is wrong. We 
should pass this resolution of disapproval. 

The fact is that the Vietnamese government 
is not meeting the conditions of free emigra
tion. It is irresponsible to allow this country 
beneficial trade relations, on a veneer argu
ment that "progress towards" this goal is 
being made. With rights and privileges come 
responsibilities and hopefully, results. Sup
porters cannot keep spending the same cur
rency piece in a circular manner-suggesting 
that maintaining the waiver and allowing the 
trade benefits to follow will facilitate the Viet
namese government's respect and embracing 
of human rights. At this point our United 
States forbearance should have produced 
positive results. Those who are persecuted 
and denied basic human rights look to us, as 
citizens of the world's oldest democracy, to re
sponsibly pursue policies that would permit 
some hope of social, political, and economic 
benefit. 

In its origins and provisions, Jackson-Vanik 
is centered on freedom of emigration. Advo
cates of this resolution will tell you that Viet
nam has eliminated the requirement for an ap
plicant under the Resettlement Opportunity for 
Vietnamese Returnees program to obtain an 
exit visa prior to an interview with the U.S. Im
migration and Naturalization service. They will 
point out this "progress towards" free emigra
tion satisfies the requirements of the Jackson
Vanik trade law. 

The truth is that Vietnam has not dropped 
its requirement for exit permits. Rather, this re
quirement was merely delayed until after the 
applicant is interviewed and approved by the 
United States interviewing teams. In addition 
to this administrative roadblock, in any in
stances applicants to U.S. resettlement pro
grams are charged inordinate and significant 
fees that they cannot afford, in order to gain 
access to the programs. Vietnam doesn't meet 
even the basic test of the controlling law, 
Jackson-Vanik, much less a broader test re
garding essential human rights. 

In fact, Vietnam remains one of the most re
pressive countries in the world. Basic rights 
that we in the United States take for granted 
are denied to the citizens of Vietnam. All op
position to the communist party is crushed. 
Religious activities are closely regulated. 
Human rights organizations are not allowed to 
operate. Workers are not free to join or form 
unions of their choosing; such action requires 
governmental approval. Children remain at risk 
of being exploited as child labor workers, and 
women are commonly subject to serious social 
discrimination. At this point, Congressional ac
tion to waive the Jackson-Vanik provisions 
would symbolize "business as usual" for the 
Vietnamese leaders. Therefore, they may con
tinue the oppression of their own people and 
still reap the benefits of trade relations with 
the United States. 

Consideration of waiving the Jackson-Vanik 
provisions should at least be delayed until 
there are concrete, rather than superficial ac
tions demonstrating that Vietnam is prepared 
and willing to act in good faith. This resolution 
will not stop U.S. trade with Vietnam, nor will 
it hinder free trade as Vietnam is simply not 
currently eligible for Normal Trade Status 
(NTS). Passage of this resolution would send 
a clear message that our laws mean what 
they say, that the U.S. will stand behind its 
laws and values, and that freedoms systemati
cally denied to the average Vietnamese citi
zens are worth speaking out in defense of and 
standing up for. Basic human rights are not an 
internal matter. Because of these unresolved 
issues, we should in good conscience go for
ward with approving this resolution of dis
approval. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield l1/2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary
land (Mr. GILCHREST). 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, the 
main discussion here seems to be , on 
both sides of the aisle , the question of 
human rights violations, the question 
of religious persecution, immigration 
policy, and the issue of the POW and 
the MIAs. So how best do we deal with 
that particular issue right now 2 or 3 
decades after the war is over? 

I think that the U.S. needs to exert 
its influence in those areas. So how 
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best do we exert our influence to 
change that, when it seems to me very 
obvious America's absence of engage
ment will create a void that will be 
filled by a country with little or no in
terest in our POWs or MIAs, human 
rights violations or their emigration 
policy. 

It is the United States in this world 
that wants to be engaged in those 
kinds of problems. The Vietnamese 
government has shown significant im
provement in all of these areas in the 
last couple years, especially since our 
former colleague, Pete Peterson, a 
former POW, is now the ambassador to 
Vietnam. 

With the Vietnamese and the Ameri
cans working side by side on roads, 
bridges, coastal hotels, dredging the 
harbors, et cetera, et cetera, with the 
Vietnamese paying the bill, with that 
kind of engagement, the human con
tact with this country and that coun
try will make the difference. 

I urge a no vote on the resolution. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. DAVIS), who knows we are 
not talking about the Vietnamese pay
ing the bill. We are paying the bill. 

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I just say to my friend who just spoke, 
this is not about staying engaged with 
the Vietnamese. We are fully engaged. 
We have normalized relations. We have 
full trade with Vietnam. Those policies 
are not in question. 

What is in question, though, is about , 
and we are not refighting the Vietnam 
war. We are fully engaged in this. Al
though the Vietnamese are showing 
some improvement in the area of emi
gration with the Rover program and 
others, I think they are woefully short 
of meeting the threshold that would 
allow us to use American tax dollars to 
subsidize American businesses doing 
business in Vietnam. 

I have from my own district Dr. 
Nguyen Dan Que and Doan Viet Hoat, 
who are still languishing in Viet
namese prisons, on trumped up 
charges, for 15 years. Their families are 
not allowed to visit. When I was there 
last January, I was not allowed to 
visit. They are not allowed to get cor
respondence. They are not allowed to 
emigrate and come back to Northern 
Virginia, where they would like to join 
their families. 

We are in a sense, by ignoring exist
ing prisoners there who are there on 
trumped up charges, rewarding behav
ior that is woefully short of the kinds 
of gains that we have seen in China and 
other places. I do not think this behav
ior should be rewarded, their human 
rights abuses being rewarded with tax 
subsidies from U.S. taxpayers. I think 
we need to send Vietnam a message 
that more freedom of emigration has to 
be accomplished, and I would urge my 
colleagues to support this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong support 
of House Joint Resolution 120, which would 

disapprove the President's renewal of his 
waiver of the Jackson-Vanik amendment for 
the Socialist Republic of Vietnam. As many of 
you know, I have been a fervent supporter of 
U.S. engagement with countries who have had 
a history of committing human rights viola
tions. My positions rests on my belief that it is 
only through the gradual building of trust be
tween nations that arises when commerce and 
cultural ideas flow freely, that democracy and 
freedom will prevail in such societies. To my 
deep regret, the Vietnamese government has 
demonstrated that no amount of economic en
gagement will compel improvements in its 
human rights record, especially when it comes 
to its emigration policies. The President's 
waiver of the Jackson-Vanik amendment this 
year is clearly without any basis. Indeed, it is 
contrary to the overwhelming evidence that 
the Vietnamese government does not permit 
free emigration as the Jackson-Vanik amend
ment requires before normal trading status 
can be conferred on Vietnam. 

Having visited Vietnam this past January, I 
can attest to the fact that Vietnam has done 
little to improve its human rights violations or 
loosened its restrictions on free emigration. 
Unlike China, which has made slow but meas
ured progress in the area of human rights as 
witnessed by the many Chinese religious lead
ers and citizens that I spoke with during my 
visit to China last year, the same unfortunately 
cannot be said for Vietnam. 

Two Vietnamese-American families in my 
district intimately understand the agony of hav
ing a family member thrown into a Vietnamese 
prison simply because they promoted human 
and political rights. Both Dr. Nguyen Dan Que, 
a 53-year-old endocrinologist, and Professor 
Doan Viet Hoat each received 20 year sen
tences for conducting "activities aimed at 
overthrowing the people's government." Pro
fessor Heat's sentence was later reduced to 
15 years of imprisonment and 5 years of 
house arrest and deprivation of his civil lib
erties. Worried about their health and safety, 
their families asked me to do all I could to 
learn about their medical conditions. We had 
understood that both men were suffering from 
serious kidney problems. However, my re
quest was denied. I was not permitted to visit 
with any political prisoners and the medical in
formation I did receive was unclear. 

The Jackson-Vanik waiver exists for the ex
press purpose of improving emigration be
tween nations by using the promise of eco
nomic relations as leverage. With this in mind, 
I do not dispute the fact that it has an unques
tionably important role in normalizing U.S.
Vietnam relations. However, so much work 
has yet to be done in the way of individual lib
erty in Vietnam. I cannot help but feel that the 
waiver is being improperly implemented this 
year. 

Make no mistake, I consider productive rela
tions with Vietnam's Government to be very 
important. But a relationship must stand on 
mutual understanding and clear expectations. 
It is time that we make a statement to the 
Government of Vietnam on the state of human 
rights in that country. I would hope that our 
support for the resolution would also carry the 
message that we will not stand for continued 
human rights abuses in Vietnam. 

I would like to note that trade between na
tions implies a degree of mutual respect and 

acceptance. We as a nation have dem
onstrated goodwill in this endeavor and still 
have yet to see these effort$ reciprocated in 
accord with the waiver's provisions. Vietnam's 
government has had adequate time to dem
onstrate its commitment towards improving its 
emigration policies since the President ended 
the U.S. trade embargo on Vietnam in 1994. 
Given the continued restrictions on emigration 
and political freedoms in Vietnam, I feel that 
we must voice our disapproval. 

I am encouraged by the fact that many of 
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle have 
found the proposed waiver renewal to be ill
considered. Once we see concrete progress 
by the Vietnamese government-that real im
provements are being made so far as human 
liberties are concerned-then I will be one of 
the first to say that waiving the Jackson-Vanik 
amendment and normalizing U.S.-Vietnamese 
trade relations would further the interests of 
civil liberty and freedoms. Until that time, how
ever, we must send a clear message and vote 
in favor of this disapproval resolution. Doing 
otherwise will reflect poorly on this nation and 
on the principles for which it stands. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. DOOLEY). 

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I am joining with what I 
think is one of America's greatest 
Vietnam war heroes, a former col
league and our present ambassador to 
Vietnam, in asking all my colleagues 
to vote in opposition to this bill. 

The reason for it , I think, is clear. 
We have Vietnam now the 12th largest 
country in the world in terms of popu
lation. Almost 70 percent of those resi
dents of Vietnam are under the age of 
25, the vast majority of which were 
born after the Vietnam war. 

I think, clearly, this country has 
demonstrated, by a policy of economic 
and social and cultural engagement, we 
have been able to have the greatest im
pact in improving the quality of lives 
of those countries in which we reach 
out to. We make the greatest difference 
advancing human rights, the greatest 
difference in advancing the issue of re
ligious freedom, the greatest impact in 
advancing the concept of democracy 
when we choose to economically and 
culturally and socially engage with a 
country. That is what it is all about, 
when we continue with the waiver for 
Jackson-Vanik. 

I urge my colleagues to vote no on 
this motion. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from · Cali
fornia (Mr. BECERRA), a member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, passage 
of House Joint Resolution 120 would 
not be a message, it would be a ham
mer. It would be a hammer because it 
sends the clear message to the people 
of Vietnam that we· are not serious 
about trying to be constructive and 
open up our trade and open up our rela
tions with this country. 
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If we believe that, by imposing these 

stricter standards of economic engage
ment with Vietnam, we are going to 
send a message and have some success; 
and if we are going to look at examples 
like South Africa, we have to remem
ber that South Africa were multilat
eral sanctions where we had virtually 
an entire world behind those efforts to 
change South Africa. 

We cannot say that about Vietnam. 
We know for a fact that the Europeans, 
Japan, other Asian countries, Latin 
America, they are all ready to go in 
and fill a void if the U.S. disengages. 
That will not just be at the expense of 
U.S. business, it will be at the expense 
of the U.S. government and the U.S. 
people. 

We must engage. If no one has faith 
with the folks that are speaking here, 
please remember our former colleague, 
Pete Peterson, ambassador to Vietnam, 
a former POW who says it is right to do 
this. Please oppose House Joint Resolu
tion 120. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ten
nessee (Mr. CLEMENT). 

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the President's waiver of the 
Jackson-Vanik trade restrictions on 
Vietnam. 

I am a veteran myself. I have served 
almost 30 years with the National 
Guard. I have been on the Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs , serve on the 
House Committee on International Re
lations. I realize that times come when 
we have to move toward normal rela
tions with Vietnam. It was a terrible 
war. It was a terrible conflict. It was a 
war of containment. I would not call it 
a war that we won. 

Our former colleague, now the U.S. 
ambassador to Vietnam, Pete Peterson 
has nothing but praise for the Viet
namese efforts to aid the U.S. in locat
ing and identifying the remains of 
POWs and MIAs. The ambassador says 
that the two countries are cooperating 
at an unprecedented level for former 
combatants. 

I say to the critics of the waiver, lis
ten to the words of the VFW. They say, 
We believe that current U.S. trade poli
cies may have resulted in both gradual 
improvement in U.S.-Vietnamese rela
tions and general and proportional im
provements. 

Oppose the resolution. 
Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield P/2 

minutes to the gentleman from Hawaii 
(Mr. ABERCROMBIE). 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, at 
this point I think we need to add little, 
but perhaps some other observations. 

I consider the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER) not only my 
colleague but my dear friend, and I 
would say that on almost everything 
we have been together where human 
rights are concerned. I feel that we just 
have a difference of view today, and I 
hope that his, in this instance, does not 

prevail. Not because of any argument 
about commitment to human rights 
but what the best course is today in 
order to advance human rights. 

I make a plea to all of my colleagues 
who know Pete Peterson, not just as I 
do, as a colleague and dear friend , but 
know what he went through as a POW. 
Surely, surely, as the first ambassador 
to Vietnam since the war, we owe him 
the opportunity to carry through on all 
of the elements that he thinks he can 
bring to bear to see not only human 
rights but the relationship between 
Vietnam and the United States of 
America blossom. 

If we can conduct trade with China, 
surely we can conduct trade, surely we 
can give Mr. Peterson the opportunity 
to conduct the business of the United 
States. Surely, if we have this oppor
tunity to make a statement that indi
viduals can make a difference, that the 
Vietnam war can be healed, that those 
of us who have been scarred in this 
country by everything that took place 
there can find a healing purpose in giv
ing Pete Peterson the opportunity to 
carry through on the program that he 
has put forward. If that is accom
plished, I can assure Mr. ROHRABACHER 
and my colleagues here, all of whom 
stand united on behalf of human rights, 
that a great advancement will have 
taken place. We will have made a step 
today in that direction that we can all 
be proud of. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to add to the comments 
that have been made this afternoon opposing 
this resolution because I believe passing it will 
not accomplish goals we all seek, such as 
greater accounting for POW's/MIA's and eco
nomic reforms. 

I firmly believe that we are more likely to 
succeed in our foreign policy and human 
rights objectives by continuing and building on 
the work already begun by our ambassador, 
Pete Peterson, a former Member of Congress 
and a POW. 

The purpose of the Jackson-Vanik amend
ment is to promote free emigration. As of July 
13, 4,388 Vietnamese had departed for the 
United States under the Resettlement Oppor
tunity agreement. Since the Jackson-Vanik 
waiver was granted, Vietnam has greatly re
duced the red tape for prospective emigrants. 

Both supporters and opponents must con
cede that progress is being made in emigra
tion, business development, investment oppor
tunities, and accounting for U.S. military per
sonnel which are of vital interest and concern 
to America and the families of missing service 
men and women. 

This bill will not only end the progress that 
has been made, but reverse the positive de
velopments that have occurred. It will be a 
setback for our efforts to account for missing 
U.S. military personnel and other objectives. 

I urge a "no" vote on the resolution. 
Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield P/2 

minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan (Mr. CAMP), my distinguished col
league from the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
chairman for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Speaker, there have been many 
references to our former colleague, now 
ambassador, Pete Peterson. I wish ev
eryone could have heard his very pow
erful and compelling testimony before 
the Subcommittee on Trade about rec
onciliation and engagement in Viet
nam. This is not about MFN. I have 
heard some references to MFN or nor
mal trade relations. That only occurs 
after a negotiated bilateral trade 
agreement. This is about allowing pri
vate overseas investment loan guaran
tees. 
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We must talk about our relations 

with Vietnam and what kind of lever
age we have if we do not engage Viet
nam. We lose leverage in obtaining 
more information from the Vietnamese 
government on those POWs and MIAs 
that we are still not sure about. 

The VFW in a statement released on 
July 28 said that disapproving the 
waiver would harm the prospects for 
the cooperation between our govern
ments that is necessary for a successful 
resolution and accounting for our miss
ing Americans. We also lose leverage in 
bringing Vietnam closer into the com
munity of nations. We lose leverage in 
encouraging Vietnam to promote . the 
freedom of immigration, the very point 
of the Jackson-Vanik amendment when 
it was passed back in 1974. 

I urge the defeat of H.J. Res. 120. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 1 minute to the distinguished · 
gentleman from San Diego, CA (Mr. 
HUNTER) a Vietnam veteran and a man 
whose standards are very much re
spected in this body. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time. A 
couple of facts here are incontrovert
ible. One is that we have over 1,500 
Americans still missing in Vietnam, in
cluding all 448 American pilots who 
were shot down in Vietnam-controlled 
Laos. That can mean only one thing. 
Not one of those pilots came home out 
of that 448. It means the North Viet
namese leaders had a policy of execu
tion of the pilots that went down in 
that area. That is a war crime. There 
should be war trials for the criminals, 
for the Vietnamese communist leaders 
who propagated that policy of execu
tion, if we could find them, if we could 
apprehend them, if we could lay hands 
on them. If we had treated Himmler 
and Goering like we are treating the 
Vietnamese communist dictatorship, 
they would be attending World Trade 
Organization meetings instead of the 
Nuremberg war trials. I think if we 
keep devaluing the sacrifices of our 
veterans like we are doing with this 
bill, someday we are going to have a 
war and they are not going to come. 

Support Rohrabacher. 
Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. REYES). 
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Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 

opposition to House Joint Resolution 
120. I believe that this resolution is 
counterproductive to the national in
terests of the United States and to the 
continued improvement in the bilat
eral relationship between our Nation 
and Vietnam. 

I did not have the privilege of serving 
in this House with Ambassador Pete 
Peterson, but over the course of the 
last 2 weeks I have had an opportunity 
to sit with him on several occasions 
and talk to him about his experience as 
ambassador to Vietnam from this 
country. Ambassador Peterson, I 
think, more than anyone else under
stands the problems and the complex 
nature of the issue as we transition 
from a very negative relationship with 
Vietnam to hopefully a better and 
more understanding relationship. 

Ambassador Peterson tells me that 
Vietnam is a country in transition. It 
is a country in transition culturally, 
philosophically, economically, socially 
and even educationally. I believe that 
it is important, it is vital that we re
main engaged with Vietnam and that 
we assist Vietnam and provide the 
leadership to help with that assistance 
to that country so that they can tran
sition from a dictatorship to ulti
mately a democracy. I had an oppor
tunity this morning to again be with 
Ambassador Peterson in the Cannon 
Building where there is an exhibition 
and it is simply titled "Vietnam, The 
Land That We Never Knew." 

Mr. Speaker, I was in Vietnam 30 
years ago. I spent 13 months there in 
the United States Army. I told Ambas
sador Peterson that I really did not 
have any interest in going back, but he 
has convinced me that with the policy 
of engagement, it is our obligation and 
our duty to go back and see the Viet
nam that we never knew. 

I am opposed to this resolution and I 
urge my colleagues to oppose it as well. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield Ph 
minutes to distinguished gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. KOLBE), a combat 
veteran who served in southeast Asia. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to this resolution. As the 
gentleman from Illinois said, I did 
serve in the Vietnam War. I was a Navy 
officer on swift boats patrolling rivers 
and canals down in the delta region. 
But let me make it very clear that in 
my view having served in Vietnam does 
not give me any special qualification 
to have an opinion on this issue. Maybe 
it gives me some background on which 
to draw in making a decision: And I 
would use it to draw on a historical 
perspective. 

In 1991, it was President Bush that 
proposed a road map, and I was very 
much involved in the Congress at the 
time that was being considered, for im
proving our relations with Vietnam. To 
follow the road map, Vietnam had to 
take steps to help us account for our 

missing servicemen. In return for the 
cooperation, the United States was to 
move incrementally towards normal
ized relations. 

Progress was made, and in 1994 a sec
ond step was taken when President 
Clinton lifted the trade embargo 
against Vietnam. In 1995, formal diplo
matic relations were established be
tween the United States and Vietnam. 

Today's vote is just one more step 
along this road. As Ambassador Pete 
Peterson has said, if we grant this 
waiver today, he will have some of the 
tools he needs to convince Vietnam's 
leaders to improve human rights condi
tions, to continue support for the reso
lution of our POW and MIA cases that 
are still unresolved, and to maintain 
their commitment to liberalizing their 
economic and political institutions. 

Mr. Speaker, our Nation has always 
recognized a clear distinction between 
being at peace and being at war. We 
cannot, we must not forget the pain 
and suffering of war. But by granting 
this waiver and advocating for even 
greater liberalization of Vietnamese 
society, we can say to Americans who 
served in Vietnam that their commit
ment is vindicated as economic and po
litical freedom takes root in that coun
try. 

I urge my colleagues to defeat this 
resolution. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gen
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EVANS), a 
Vietnam veteran, the ranking member 
of the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
SHIMKUS). The gentleman from Illinois 
is recognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, this is 
really a vote on whether we are truly 
dedicated to resolve the full account
ing of our missing from the Vietnam 
war. As the Veterans of Foreign Wars 
have said, passing this resolution of 
disapproval will only hurt our efforts 
at a time when we are receiving the ac
cess that we need from the Vietnamese 
to determine the fate of our POW/ 
MIAs. 

As many of the speakers have said, 
there is no more authoritative voice on 
this issue than our former colleague 
and now Ambassador to Vietnam, Pete 
Peterson. He supports the Jackson
Vanik waiver. As a prisoner of war who 
underwent years of imprisonment in 
the notorious Hanoi Hilton, Ambas
sador Peterson should have every rea
son to be skeptical and harbor bitter
ness towards the Vietnamese. Yet he 
believes that the best course is to fur
ther develop relations between our two 
nations. 

He knows this because it is in our Na
tion's best interest. We have achieved 
progress on the POW/MIA issue because 
of our evolving relationship with Viet
nam, not despite it. He also knows that 
without access to the jungles and the 
rice paddies, without access to the ar-

chival information and documents, and 
to the witnesses of these tragic inci
dents, we cannot give the families of 
the missing in action the answers they 
deserve. 

Our Nation is making progress on 
providing these answers. Much of this 
is due to the Joint Task Force on Full 
Accounting, our military presence in 
Vietnam which is tasked with looking 
for our missing. I have visited these 
young men and women and they are 
among the bravest and most gung ho 
group of soldiers I have ever met. 
Every day, from the searches of battle 
sites in treacherous jungles or the ex
cavation of crash sites on the sides of 
mountains, they put themselves in 
harm's way to perform a mission they 
deeply believe in. It is truly touching 
to these men and women, some of 
whom were not even born when our 
missing served, so dedicated to a mis
sion that they see as a sacred duty. 
They told me time and time again, 
allow us to remain here so we can com
plete this mission, so that we can do 
this job. If we pass this resolution 
today, we risk all the progress we have 
made. 

I ask my colleagues to please vote 
against the resolution. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 
Today's debate is not about whether we 
respect our wonderful former colleague 
and now ambassador, Mr. Peterson. We 
do, although we note there are others 
who were prisoners of War in Vietnam 
who feel that we should support this 
resolution. This debate is about wheth
er we use this tool available to us to 
get Vietnam to do the right thing, to 
allow for free emigration. If they were 
doing the right thing, we would not 
need to have this waiver before us at 
all. We must stand firm for human 
rights by using this tool to increase 
performance. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. SANCHEZ). 

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, I would 
just say to my colleagues that today is 
about reunification of families. It is 
not about trade. I am for trade. This is 
about reunification of families. It is 
about doing the right thing. I know. 
Because when you have a Vietnamese 
American in your district who wants to 
get their wife over after 15 or 20 years, 
after having tried to find her, after 
finding her in a camp and he cannot, he 
calls my office because I have the Viet
namese staffer who will help them. I 
get to hear the stories. 

Please vote for this resolution. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself the balance of my time. 
Mr. Speaker, this resolution is about 

disapproving the waiving of the Jack
son-Vanik restrictions which the Presi
dent would like to do of the 1974 trade 
act. The fact that he is asking us to 
waive the restrictions of Jackson-
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Vanik mean that the communist Viet
namese are not meeting the moral 
standards that we set. So all of this 
talk about all the progress that we 
have heard about going on in com
munist Vietnam is so much baloney. 
The President himself is acknowl
edging that they are not doing that be
cause he has asked us to waive those 
standards. 

What is the purpose behind waiving 
the standards, the standards we put in 
place in face of the persecution of Jews 
in Russia that we wanted to deal with 
back in the 1970s? Why he is doing this? 
Why are we replacing those standards? 
So that our businessmen can go over, 
with government guarantees and gov
ernment subsidies, meaning our tax
payer dollars, and invest in this dicta
torship and make a profit and then ex
port their goods to the United States 
and put our own people out of work. 
That is what this is all about. 

I ask the American people to deter
mine if you tried to set up a business, 
if you are trying to pay your mortgage, 
do you get a loan guarantee or a sub
sidy from the taxpayers? No. This is 
what the gentleman from New . Jersey 
(Mr. SMITH) said it is. This is corporate 
welfare for communists at its very 
worst because we are lowering our 
standards in order to do so. 

By the way, all this talk about MIA 
and POWs, I hope Members listened to 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SAM 
JOHNSON) and all this talk about Pete 
Peterson whom I respect and admire 
and served with in this House. The 
communist government of Vietnam has 
not given us the records of the prison 
that the gentleman from Texas was 
kept in or the prison that Pete Peter
son himself was incarcerated in for 6 
years. We requested that and they have 
denied even giving us those records be
cause if we got the records, we would 
know that they have not come clean on 
the MIA/POW issue. That is why al
most all of the veterans organizations 
are asking support of my resolution be
cause they want to keep faith with 
those people who fought for freedom 
and keep faith with our principles of 
democracy. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self the balance of my time. 

I saw our distinguished ambassador,
Mr. Peterson, sitting back here. I think 
he deserves the respect and honor of all 
of us not only for the outstanding job 
he has done there but for his service, 
his tour of duty, which included 6V2 
years at the Hanoi Hilton. And so we 
pay tribute to you, Pete. Keep up the 
good work. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the issues that 
has not been elaborated on in this pro
posal deals with immigration. I want 
to just touch briefly on that and point 
out that over the past 10 to 15 years, 
more than 480,000 people have entered 
the U.S. under the Orderly Departure 
Program from Vietnam. Applicants 

under the Resettlement Opportunity 
for Vietnamese Returnees, what is 
called the ROVR program, those num
bers are also impressive. The govern
ment of Vietnam has cleared for inter
view over 15,500 of the ROVR appli
cants and permitted over 4,300 persons 
qualified for ROVR already to depart 
to the United States. 
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INS expects to complete most inter

views of ROVR applicants by the end of 
this year. 

I think basically what we are talking 
about is maintaining an improved rela
tionship rather than putting barriers 
to increased communication and im
proved relations with a country that is 
going through transition and going 
through a transition in a positive way, 
and we have encouraged that transi
tion, and for that reason I would ask 
all of my colleagues to join with us in 
voting to oppose H.J .Res. 120 because I 
think it sets us back. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong opposition to H.J. Res. 120. 

America needs to heal from the tragedy of 
the Vietnam War. 

Preserving the Presidential waiver tor Viet
nam will help alleviate the pain. 

Extending the waiver promises a path to
wards mending the horrors of war because it 
provides an avenue for serious open dialogue. 

The Jackson-Vanik waiver has given mo
mentum to reconciling America's questions re
garding POWs. 

It has increased humanitarian efforts, en
hanced leverage in treaty negotiations and al
lowed increased economic opportunities tor 
American businesses. 

The Veterans of Foreign Wars has wit
nessed first-hand the positive impact that the 
waiver has produced. 

The Jackson-Vanik waiver has strengthened 
US-Vietnam cooperation by establishing the 
Joint Document Center in Hanoi. 

The Trilateral Recovery Operations of the 
U.S., Laos and Vietnam. 

And the Vietnamese government has pub
licized activities related to missing Americans. 

These are concrete results and real out
comes. 

And these accomplishments have come 
about because of the Jackson-Vanik waiver. 

The Jackson-Vanik waiver has been our 
diplomatic leverage-without it, we threaten 
America's interests. 

The past makes us all uneasy-however, as 
we ·enter into the new millennium, we must 
work on forging relationships tor the future. 

We must start now-this waiver provides 
the tool to achieve our goals. 

A vote against this harmful resolution sends 
a clear message of a commitment to the heal
ing of America and Vietnam. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against this 
measure. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of H.J. Res. 120. The full story 
of how the President and his senior advisors 
made decisions on Vietnam has never been 
told. 

I am very concerned that the American peo
ple do not know the complete story on what 

influenced the decision to extend normal Dip
lomatic relations to the People's Republic of 
Vietnam. 

Now we have to once again look at the 
President's actions and challenge why, in spite 
of evidence to the contrary, he is giving a 
waiver to Vietnam on an important human 
rights issue. 

In October 1996 I began an inquiry of the 
current Administration and the potential impact 
foreign money might have had on our Foreign 
and Defense policy. 

My goal was to acquire all information from 
the President and other senior members of his 
Administration about their connections with 
John Huang and the Lippo Group. 

From 1996 to this day I believe the adminis
tration may have improperly assisted the Lippo 
Group in developing business in the People's 
Republic of Vietnam. 

My fear was (and still is) that campaign con
tributions by Mochtar and James Riady and 
John Huang all improperly influenced our For
eign policy on Vietnam. 

And to this day I feel the American people 
have not been given the truth on all the activi
ties undertaken by the President, John Huang 
and the Lippo Group. 

In 1992 the Riadys were the largest single 
campaign donors to then Presidential can
didate Clinton. 

Now all Americans are finally finding out 
that for the last five and a half years Foreign 
money may have corrupted our Foreign and 
Defense Policy, especially in Asia. 

It was shocking to find, as early as Novem
ber 1992, the late Ron Brown was meeting 
with Vietnamese government officials about 
lifting the U.S. embargo while Presidential 
candidate ClintQn was taking a much harder 
line on full accounting for POW-MIAs. 

Then, after being appointed Secretary of 
Commerce, Ron Brown met with John Huang, 
who at that time was the senior Lippo official 
in America, to discuss Vietnam. 

It took years tor the truth to come out. 
Years later the Wall Street Journal reported 

that soon after he was first elected President, 
Mr. Clinton received a personal letter from 
Mochtar Riady, Chairman of the Lippo Group. 

In his letter to the President, Riady was 
strongly lobbying tor the immediate U.S. diplo
matic recognition of Vietnam. 

Riady's letter was very clear-not only 
should America move to quickly recognize 
Vietnam, but Mochtar brazenly informed the 
President that Lippo had employees on the 
ground in Vietnam ready to do business. 

While Riady's letter was kept secret there 
were important and serious debates by well 
meaning members on both sides of the aisle 
as to the merits of recognizing Vietnam. 

Issues such as full accounting for Pow-Mias, 
religious freedom tor Vietnamese citizens, free 
emigration and free speech were debated. But 
one has to ask if the fix was in all along to 
help the Riadys. 

Now, today once again with a bipartisan 
spirit Congress is addressing what to do about 
assisting Vietnam. 

It is my position that, because of previous 
bad faith in providing full disclosure to con
gressional oversight, we can't have a fair de
bate on the merits of the assisting Vietnam 
until we find out exactly what the Administra
tion did to help the Lippo group. 
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The great tragedy of the ethical cloud hang

ing over our Foreign Policy is that we become 
uncertain as to the validity of the Administra
tion's position on any foreign economic issue. 

Did the Administration sell out American 
business interests by improperly helping a for
eign firm, the Lippo Group, with inside infor
mation about the timing of our recognition of 
Vietnam? This type of information could be 
worth millions at the expense of American 
Firms. 

So I look with great skepticism at the Presi
dent issuing a waiver. I am perplexed as to 
who will eventually benefit. On the merits of 
the case I don't think the average Vietnamese 
will benefit, since the IMF has held up loans 
to Vietnam because the government has not 
made appropriate economic reforms. 

The President's waiver is suspect as to why 
he continues to insist his action will substan
tially promote the freedom of emigration provi
sions. 

In fact Congress has the names of hun
dreds of Vietnamese who have been denied 
emigration since 1975. This pattern of human 
rights abuse continues to this day. 

Finally, as a practical matter, if Vietnamese 
leaders think American Foreign Policy can be 
influenced by Lippo money they will have no 
incentive to take our positions seriously on 
any issue especially enforcing the freedom of 
emigration provisions in the Jackson-Vanik 
amendment. 

Now is the time to send a signal to the 
World that the Congress takes very seriously 
our oversight responsibilities and we pledge to 
bring sunlight on the Administration's actions. 

Vote to support H.J. Res. 120 and show 
Vietnam and the world that Congress will not 
allow our Foreign Policy to be sold for cam
paign contributions. 

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to urge my colleagues to join the Con
gressional Dialogue on Vietnam. This group 
facilitates an open exchange among Members 
of Congress, the Administration, and the pub
lic on issues that affect those who have per
sonal interests tied to Vietnam. 

In particular, I wish to call attention to the 
grassroots campaign, "Adopt a Religious Pris
oner in Vietnam." This group notifies its mem
bers on the current state of religious persecu
tion in Vietnam as well as the plight of people 
who have been imprisoned for their religious 
beliefs. 

The current Vietnamese government detains 
individuals for a variety of ideological reasons, 
including those who openly discuss religious 
ideas. These prisoners of conscience are writ
ers, philosophers, and artists who have never 
served in combat and yet some have been in
carcerated since the Vietnam War. 

This past January I had the unique oppor
tunity to visit Vietnam. Despite the advance
ments our countries have made in diplomatic 
relations, we still differ on issues concerning 
religious prisoners. On my visit I was denied 
the opportunity to visit with prisoners of con
science, and what medical information I did re
ceive was ambiguous. 

In my opinion, this underscores the value of 
the "Adopt a Religious Prisoner in Vietnam" 
campaign and its ties to overseas religious in
stitutions. I want to take a moment to tell you 
about my own adoptee. The Venerable Thich 

Tue Sy has been a Buddhist monk from the 
age of seven years. He taught himself several 
languages including Classical Chinese, 
English, and Sanskrit. A noted scholar and 
founder of the Free Vietnam Force, he was ar
rested by Vietnamese government authorities 
on April 2nd, 1984. Four years later he was 
prosecuted on national security charges and 
sentenced to death, but protests from the 
international community helped to commute 
his sentence to 20 years in a government "re
education" camp. He has been jailed for the 
past 14 years in a camp where nutrition and 
health conditions are typically poor. 

The "Adopt a Religious Prisoner in Viet
nam" campaign affords Members of Congress 
the opportunity to address two very important 
audiences. One is the world community, and 
the message is that as concerned legislators 
we decry the blatant oppression of individuals 
worldwide, especially when it is based solely 
on differing ideology. We also send a mes
sage to the adoptee, telling that person there 
is an advocate who is appealing for his or her 
release, and encouraging that individual to 
continue pursue the goals of free speech and 
religious liberty. 

Mr. Speaker, I again encourage my col
leagues to join the Congressional Dialogue on 
Vietnam as well as the "Adopt a Religious 
Prisoner in Vietnam" program. The Congres
sional Dialogue was founded by the gentle
women from California, Ms. LORETIA SANCHEZ 
and Ms. ZOE LOFGREN and represents a com
mitted bipartisan endeavor to support the 
progress of US-Vietnam relations. In defense 
of fundamental human rights and in the inter
ests of our many Vietnamese-Americans who 
have ties to Vietnam, I hope that all of my col
leagues will participate in these efforts. 

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to H.J. Res. 120 and in support of 
waiving the Jackson-Vanik amendment for 
Vietnam. 

Last August, I visited Vietnam as part of a 
Congressional delegation, although there was 
a certain level of economic and political inter
action between the ·united States and Viet
nam, there was still the need to increase this 
interaction. The Jackson-Vanik waiver, en
acted for the first time on March of this year, 
is a tool for this interaction, for this engage
ment. 

Not only has the Jackson-Vanik increased 
the freedom of emigration in Vietnam, our 
American businesses investing and exporting 
to Vietnam are benefitting from federal eco
nomic programs, such as those administered 
by the Export-Import Bank. Removing the 
waiver could mean job losses for workers in 
the United States. 

It will be a great setback not to grant the 
waiver. Let us not use this issue to act as a 
referendum on our total relationship with Viet
nam. I understand that we still have many 
issues with Vietnam which we are not satis
fied, such as human rights and POW/MIA con
cerns. In fact there are separate vehicles for 
these other concerns. By waiving the Jackson
Vanik, we continue to increase our engage
ment with Vietnam and we will have even 
greater opportunities to discuss other issues 
such as human rights, issues which I agree 
are just as important to the American people. 

We are linked to Vietnam economically, po
litically and even culturally. We should not 

move backwards by passing this resolution. I 
urge my colleagues to vote against H.J. Res. 
120. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in opposition to H.J. Res. 120 which de
nies President Clinton's waiver for Vietnam 
from the Jackson-Vanik freedom of emigration 
requirement of the Trade Act of 1974. On 
June 3, 1998, President Clinton notified Con
gress of his intention to extend Vietnam a 
Jackson-Vanik wavier for an additional year 
from July 3, 1998 to July 3, 1998. 

Vietnam's trade status is subject to the 
Jackson-Vanik amendment to Title IV of the 
Trade Act of 1974. This provision of law gov
erns the extension of normal trade relations, 
as well as access to U.S. government credits 
or credit or investment guarantees, to non
market economy countries ineligible for normal 
trade relations tariff treatment. A country sub
ject to the provisions may gain MFN treatment 
and coverage by U.S. trade financing pro
grams by complying with the freedom of emi
gration provisions of the Trade Act. The Trade 
Act authorizes the President to waive the free
dom of emigration requirements with respect 
to a particular country if he determines that 
such a waiver will substantially promote the 
freedom of emigration provisions. 

Extension of the Jackson-Vanik waiver for 
Vietnam gives Vietnam access to U.S. govern
ment credits or credit or investment guaran
tees such as those provided by Overseas Pri
vate Investment Corporation (OPIC) and Ex
port-Import Bank support for U.S . . businesses 
in Vietnam. Vietnam has not yet concluded a 
bilateral commercial agreement with the 
United States and therefore, Vietnam is ineli
gible to receive normal trade relations tariff 
treatment. 

Recently, the Subcommittee on Trade held 
a hearing on Vietnam. U.S. Ambassador Pete 
Peterson and Senator JOHN KERRY eloquently 
testified about the importance of having a pol
icy of engagement with Vietnam. Both of these 
men heroically served our country during the 
Vietnam War and they strongly believe that we 
should work with the Vietnamese government 
and form a stable, fruitful relationship between 
the two countries. 

Vietnam has made consistent progress on 
its commitments under the Resettlement Op
portunity for Vietnamese Returnees agree
ment. The United States government has 
made it its highest priority to obtain the fullest 
possible accounting of missing U.S. citizens 
from the Vietnam War. The Vietnamese gov
ernment has been extremely cooperative. 
Human rights in Vietnam need to be improved 
and hopefully, engagement will do this. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against this 
resolution. We should not forget about the 
past or the dedication of our servicemen who 
fought in Vietnam, but we should move for
ward. If those who were prisoners of war in 
Vietnam believe that it is time to engage Viet
nam and normalize relations with Vietnam, we 
should listen to their advice. It is time to move 
forward with Vietnam and build a relationship 
that benefits both the United States and Viet
nam. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposi
tion to House Joint Resolution 120. This reso
lution would disapprove the. President's deter
mination that a waiver of the so-called Jack
son-Vanik requirements would substantially 



18232 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 30, 1998 
promote freedom of emigration objectives with 
respect to Vietnam. This waiver permits U.S. 
Government financial support for American 
businesses to invest and trade with Vietnam 
and is a precondition for concluding a com
mercial agreement to establish normal trading 
relations. 

By passing this resolution, Congress would 
disapprove and reverse the most recent step 
taken by the United States to normalize rela
tions with Vietnam. This policy of gradual en
gagement after trying to isolate Vietnam 
began in the early 1990s with the lifting of the 
trade embargo and the establishment of full 
diplomatic relations in 1995. 

Since the normalization process began the 
Vietnamese government has cooperated in 
POW/MIA accounting, made progress on its 
emigration practices, and is now undertaking 
market-oriented reforms of its state-controlled 
economy. 

It is also true that Vietnam violates human 
rights and denies religious and political free
doms to its citizens. But as is the case with 
China, we cannot isolate Vietnam unilaterally 
in a global economy. Continued exposure of 
the Vietnamese people to American values of 
human and religious rights and democratic 
principles through increased trade and invest
ment and continued engagement with the Viet
nam government provides the best means to 
achieve fullest possible POW/MIA accounting 
and to promote political and economic re
forms. 

Disapproving the waiver will signal a return 
to a previous policy of isolation which failed. I 
urge my colleagues to vote "no" on H.J. Res. 
120. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SHIMKUS). All time for debate has ex
pired. 

The joint resolution is considered 
read for amendment. 

Pursuant to the order ot: the House of 
Wednesday, July 29, 1998, the previous 
question is ordered. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the joint resolu
tion. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, and 
was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on passage of the joint reso
lution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
object to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 163, nays 
260, not voting 11, as follows: 

Aderholt 
Andrews 

[Roll No. 356] 
YEAS-163 

Bachus 
Baker 

Barr 
Bartlett 

Barton 
Bilirakis 
Blunt 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Bono 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Canady 
Chabot 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Cox 
Coyne 
Crapo 
Cub in 
Cunningham 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
De Lay 
Dlai-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Duncan 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Everett 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Fox 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Goode 
Goodling 
Graham 
Green 
Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Archer 
Armey 
Baesler 
Balclacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Berry 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cannon 
Capps 
Cardin 

Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hill 
Hilleary 
Hinchey 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kelly 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kil dee 
King(NY) 
Kingston 
Klug 
Kucinich 
LaHood 
Lazio 
Lewis (KY) 
Lipinski 
Lo Biondo 
Lofgren 
McCarthy (NY) 
Mccollum 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
McNulty 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Miller (FL) 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Neumann 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Packard 
Pappas 
Pascrell 

NAYS-260 

Carson 
Castle 
Chambliss 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cummings 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fawell 
Fazio 

Paul 
Pelosi 
Peterson (PA) 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Porter 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Regula 
Riley 
Rivers 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryun 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer, Dan 
Schaffer, Bob 
Sessions 
Shad egg 
Shuste1· 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX> 
Snowbarger 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Torres 
Traflcant 
Turner 
Upton 
Vento 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Whitfield 
Wolf 

Filner 
Foley 
Ford 
Fowler 
Frank <MAJ 
Frost 
Furse 
Ganske 
Gejclenson 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Granger 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hinojosa 
Hooley 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huish of 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson <WI) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy (MAJ 

Kennelly 
Kilpat1ick 
Kim 
Kind <WI) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Livingston 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mclnnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Mica 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (CA) 
Minge 

Burr 
Gonzalez 
Is took 
Linder 

Mink Scott 
Moakley Sensenbrenner 
Mollohan Serrano 
Moran (KS) Shaw 
Moran (VA) Shays 
Morella Sherman 
Murtha Shimkus 
Nethercutt Sislsky 
Nussle Skaggs 
Oberstar Skeen 
Obey Skelton 
Olver Slaughter 
Ortiz Smith (OR) 
Owens Smith, Adam 
Oxley Snyder 
Pallone Spratt 
Parker Stabenow 
Pastor Stark 
Paxon Stenholm 
Payne Stokes 
Pease Sununu 
Peterson (MN) Tanner 
Petri Tauscher 
Pickering Taylor (MS) 
Pickett 'I'aylor (NC) 
Pomeroy Thomas 
Portman Thompson 
Poshard Thurman 
Price (NC) Tierney 
Pryce (OH) Velazquez 
Ramstad Visclosky 
Rangel Walsh 
Redmond Watkins 
Reyes Watt (NC) 
Rodriguez Waxman 
Roemer Welclon (PA) 
Rogan Weller 
Rothman Wexler 
Roukema Weygand 
Roybal-Allard White 
Rush Wicker 
Sabo Wilson 
Salmon Wise 
Sandlin Woolsey 
Sanford Wynn 
Sawyer Yates 
Schumer Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING-11 
McDade 
Neal 
Rahall 
Riggs 

D 1609 

Smith, Linda 
Towns 
Young (FL) 

Messrs. FOLEY, RANGEL, SPRATT, 
LEWIS of Georgia, and Ms. LEE 
changed their vote from "yea" to 
"nay." 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mrs. KELLY, 
and Messrs. SMITH of Michigan, NOR
WOOD, MCCOLLUM, PETERSON of 
Pennsylvania, TORRES, and COLLINS 
changed their vote from "nay" to 
"yea." 
. The joint resolution was not passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

PROVIDING SPECIAL INVESTIGA
TIVE AUTHORITY FOR THE COM
MITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE 
WORKFORCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

SHIMKUS). The pending business is the 
vote de novo on agreeing to the resolu
tion, House Resolution 507, as amend
ed, on which further proceedings were 
postponed. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 
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RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A reco·rded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 222, noes 200, 
not voting 13, as follows: 

Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bil bray 
BUirakis 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cannon 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cu bin 
Cunningham 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Foley 
Fosse Ha 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gibbons 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baesler 
Baldacci 
Barcia 

[Roll No. 357] 
AYES-222 

Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall {TX) 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Harger 
Hill 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kim 
King(NY) 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKean 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Moran (KS) 
Morella 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oxley 

NOES-200 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 

Packard 
Pappas 
Parker 
Paxon 
Pease 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Redmond 
Regula 
Riley 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryun 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer, Dan 
Schaffer, Bob 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Smith, Linda 
Snowbarger 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sununu 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Upton 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 

Blumenauer 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 

Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Capps 
Cardin 
Carson 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cummings 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGe~te 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Filner 
Forbes 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Jackson (IL) 

Burr 
Cox 
Gonzalez 
ls took 
Linder 

Jackson-Lee 
(TX) 

Jefferson 
John 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
Mcintyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
M1llender-

McDonald 
Miller(CA) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran(VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 

Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith, Adam 
Snyder 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Thompson 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Traficant 
Turner 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 

NOT VOTING-13 
McDade 
Neal 
Rahall 
Riggs 
Torres 

D 1627 

Towns 
Waters 
Young (FL) 

So the joint resolution, as amended, 
was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

D 1630 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 4276, DEPARTMENTS OF 
COMMERCE, JUSTICE, AND 
STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RE
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA
TIONS ACT, FY 1999 
Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, by direc

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 508 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 508 

Resolved, That at any time after the adop
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause l(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4276) making 
appropriations for the Departments of Com
merce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and 
related agencies for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1999, and for other purposes. 
The first reading of the bill shall be dis
pensed with. Points of order against consid
eration of the bill for failure to comply with 
clause 2(1)(6) of rule XI, clause 7 of rule XXI, 
or section 401(a) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 are waived. General debate shall 
be confined to the bill and shall not exceed 
one hour equally divided and controlled by 
the chairman and ranking minority member 
of the Committee on Appropriations. After 
general debate the bill shall be considered 
for amendment under the five-minute rule. 
Points of order against provisions in the bill 
for failure to comply with clause 2 or 6 of 
rule XXI are waived. The amendments print
ed in the report of the Committee on Rules 
accompanying this resolution may be offered 
only by a Member designated in the report 
and only at the appropriate point in the 
reading of the bill, shall be considered as 
read, shall be debatable for the time speci
fied in the report equally divided and con
trolled by the proponent and an opponent, 
shall not be subject to amendment, and shall 
not be subject to a demand for division of the 
question in the House or in the Committee of 
the Whole. All points of order against the 
amendments printed in the report are 
waived. During consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole may accord priority in recogni
tion on the basis of whether the Member of
fering an amendment has caused it to be 
printed in the portion of the Congressional 
Record designated for that purpose in clause 
6 of rule XXIII. Amendments so printed shall 
be considered as read. The chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole may: (1) postpone 
until a time during further consideration in 
the Committee of the Whole a request for a 
recorded vote on any amendment; and (2) re
duce to five minutes the minimum time for 
electronic voting on any postponed question 
that follows another electronic vote without 
intervening business, provided that the min
imum time for electronic voting on the first 
in any series of questions shall be 15 min
utes. At the conclusion of consideration of 
the bill for amendment the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such further amendments as may have been 
adopted. The previous question shall be con
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend
ments thereto to final passage without inter
vening motion except one motion to recom
mit with or without instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SHIMKUS). The gentleman from Colo
rado (Mr. MCINNIS) is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. FROST), pending which 
I yield myself such time as I may con
sume. During consideration of this res
olution, all time yielded is for the pur
pose of the debate only. 
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Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 508 is 

an open rule providing for consider
ation of R.R. 4276, the Commerce, Jus
tice, State, the Judiciary and Related 
Agencies Appropriations bill for fiscal 
year 1999. 

The rule waives points of order 
against consideration of the bill for 
failure to comply with clause 2(1)(6) of 
rule 11, requiring a 3-day layover of the 
committee report, and clause 7 of rule 
21, requiring relevant printed hearings 
and reports to be available for $ days 
prior to the consideration of a general 
appropriations bill. The report has 
been available for the required time, 
but a printing mistake necessitates the 
rules waivers. 

The rule also waives section 401(a) of 
the Budget Act, prohibiting consider
ation of legislation, as reported, pro
viding new contract, borrowing or a 
credit authority that is not limited to 
amounts provided in the appropriations 
acts. This is simply a technical waiver. 

House Resolution 508 provides for one 
hour of general debate, divided equally 
between the chairman and ranking mi
nority Member of the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

The rule waives points of order 
against provisions in the bill for failure 
to comply with clause 2 of rule 21, pro
hibiting unauthorized appropriations 
and legislative provisions in an appro
priations bill, and clause 6 of rule 21, 
prohibiting reappropriations in a gen
eral appropriations bill. 

House Resolution 508 provides for the 
consideration of the amendments 
printed in the report of the Committee 
on Rules, which may only be offered by 
a Member designated in the report and 
only at the appropriate point in the 
reading of the bill, shall be considered 
as read, shall be debatable for the time 
specified, and shall not be subject to 
further amendment or to a demand for 
a di vision of the question. The rule also 
waives all points of order against 
amendments printed in the Rules Com
mittee report. 

The rule also accords priority and 
recognition to Members who have 
preprinted their amendments in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, and allows the 
chairman to postpone recorded votes 
and reduce to 5 minutes the voting 
time on any postponed question, pro
vided voting time on the first in any 
series of questions is not less than the 
traditional 15 minutes. These provi
sions will facilitate consideration of 
amendments and guarantee the timely 
completion of the appropriation bills. 

House Resolution 508 also provides 
for one motion to recommit, with or 
without instructions. 

R.R. 4276 appropriates a total of 
$70.89 billion for fiscal year 1999. The 
bill provides ample funding for the De
partments of Justice, State, and local 
law enforcement, the Violence Against 
Women Act, and restores Local Law 

' Enforcement block grant funding. 

I am also pleased to say that the bill 
provides $533 million to combat juve
nile crime, including $283 for juvenile 
crime prevention programs, $5 million 
more than President Clinton has re
quested. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 508 is 
an open rule , an open rule, Mr. Speak
er, providing Members with every op
portunity to amend this appropriations 
bill. 

In addition, the Committee on Rules 
has made three additional amendments 
in order. The rule makes in order an 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) dealing 
with fisheries and enforcement. 

In addition, we have made in order 
the Hefley amendment, that will pre
vent funds from being implemented to 
enforce Executive Order 13087 and Ex
ecutive Order 13083. I am concerned, 
frankly , Mr. Speaker, that the Presi
dent has decided to use executive order 
strategy to incrementally implement 
portions of an agenda. 

One of the President 's advisers has 
recently put it best when he described 
the President's intent with this flurry 
of executive orders, which I think is 
causing an immense pro bl em for this 
Congress: " The stroke of the pen, the 
law of the land. Kinda cool. " Mr. 
Speaker, it is Congress' sole authority 
to make law. We must restrain the 
abuse of executive orders. 

The Committee on Rules has made in 
order an amendment to be offered by 
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr. 
MOLLOHAN) dealing with the Census. In 
this bill, the gentleman from Kentucky 
(Chairman ROGERS) has crafted a plan 
to ensure that Congress and the admin
istration jointly decide how to conduct 
the 2000 Census. 

Unfortunately, the amendment says 
that the U.S. Congress has no role to 
play in the 2000 Census, and the admin
istration can move forward with a 
risky new plan that uses statistical 
sampling methods. Let me read the 
current law: "Except for the deter
mination of population for purposes of 
apportionment of Representatives in 
Congress among the several States, the 
Secretary shall, if he considers it fea
sible, authorize the use of the statis
tical method known as 'sampling' .'' 
The law is clear, sampling is illegal for 
the purposes of reapportionment. 

Mr. Speaker, every American must 
be counted. We should not allow the 
government bureaucrats to guess. We 
should not jeopardize the 2000 Census 
with an idea that the GAO and Presi
dent Clinton's Commerce Inspector 
General call " high risk. " 

In addition, we cannot gamble with 
the trust the American people have in 
a successful Census. In the past, by 
naturalizing criminal aliens in time for 
the 1996 election, the Clinton adminis
tration has proven they will abuse 
power for political purposes. President 
Clinton should not be allowed just to 

delete certain American citizens from 
being counted. 

Our plan will safeguard the Census. 
This bill provides $956 million for the 
Census, including $4 million for the 
Census Monitoring Board, an increase 
of almost $600 million over fiscal year 
1998, and $107 million over the Presi
dent's request. This Congress is insist
ing that we pay whatever it takes to do 
a good job counting every American, 
just as the United States Constitution 
requires us to do. 

It is not a poll, it is not guesswork, it 
is an enumerated count of the Amer
ican people. We cannot afford to let 
this administration guess about the of
ficial Census count. We will fulfill our 
constitutional duty to count the people 
in full. We must make sure we count 
every American. 

R.R. 4276 was favorably reported out 
of the Committee on Appropriations, as 
was the open rule by the Committee on 
Rules. I urge my colleagues to support 
the rule so we inay proceed directly to 
the general debate. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent that during the consideration of 
R.R. 4276, pursuant to House Resolu
tion 508, debate on the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from West Vir
ginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) printed in House 
Report 105-641 be extended to 2 hours. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SHIMKUS). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is our 

understanding that this agreed-to in
crease in debate time on that par
ticular amendment is premised on the 
understanding that this would be the 
only amendment offered with respect 
to the Census. 

Is that the understanding of the gen
tleman from Texas (Mr. FROST)? 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MCINNIS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. FROST. Yes, that is my under
standing, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. MCINNIS. I reserve the balance 
of my time, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in reluctant sup
port of House Resolution 508. This rule 
is a mixed bag. While it provides for 
the consideration of the appropriations 
for the important functions of the De
partments of State, Justice, and Com
merce, it also makes in order an 
amendment which overturns an execu
tive order which prohibits discrimina
tion in employment in the Federal 
Government based on sexual . orienta
tion. 

While the rule makes in order an 
amendment by the subcommittee rank
ing member to allow full debate on the 
issue of the manner in which the year 
2000 Census will be conducted, the Com
mittee on Rules did not allow for an 
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amendment which would have aided in 
the hiring of Census enumerators, who 
will be necessary to ensure that an ac
curate count is made of all the resi
dents of this country. 

While the bill provides $20 million for 
programs to combat school violence, 
the Republican majority did not allow 
an amendment which would have ear
marked $100 million for specific pro
grams which would give schools and 
communities even greater opportuni
ties to reduce violence in our public 
schools. 

I hope the bill can be improved and 
that amendments which may trigger a 
veto can be defeated. I would also like 
to address the three issues I have just 
outlined. 

To begin, Mr. Speaker, the provisions 
in the committee bill relating to the 
year 2000 Census are unreasonable and, 
quite frankly, unacceptable to Demo
cratic members and to the administra
tion. The committee has only provided 
for 6 months of funding for this mas
sive and constitutionally required 
project, and has placed restrictions on 
planning that will result in delays and 
disruption in the management of the 
project. 

The Republican majority, in their 
quest to force a political showdown 
with the administration over the issue 
of sampling, is risking not only a veto 
of this bill, but also a failed Census. 
The Republican majority's insistence 
on denying the Census Bureau the op
tion of using statistical sampling as a 
means to aid in the gathering of an ac
curate and complete count of the num
ber of individuals who are residing in 
this country is dangerous. 

I am pleased that the rule will allow 
for the consideration of an alternative 
amendment to be offered by the gen
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. MOL
LOHAN) which will remove these re
strictions on funding, to allow plan
ning for this enormous undertaking to 
go forward so that the count will be as 
accurate as possible. Mr. Speaker, we 
must allow the Census Bureau to go 
forward in its planning for the year 
2000 Census. It is incumbent on the 
Members of this body to support the 
Mollohan amendment. 

Secondly, Mr. Speaker, it is unfortu
nate that the Republican majority has 
seen fit to include in the rule the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY). The 
Hefley amendment seeks to reverse Ex
ecutive Order 13087, which was issued 
on May 28 by the President. As Mem
bers are very well aware, this executive 
order prohibits discrimination against 
individuals in Federal hiring because of 
their sexual orientation. 

Mr. Speaker, this amendment is 
nothing but veto bait, and it is unfor
tunate that the Republican majority 
must use this issue as material for 
campaign brochures and speeches. I am 
sorry that the extreme agenda of the 

ultraconservative wing of the Repub
lican Party must use the civil rights of 
gays and lesbians as a way to hold up 
funding for the important functions of 
the Departments of State, Justice, and 
Commerce. 

There are other amendments which, 
if adopted, could trigger a veto. I urge 
my colleagues to resist adding lan
guage or reducing funding which would 
jeopardize the timely enactment of 
this bill. 

If this bill is vetoed, Mr. Speaker, we 
risk providing timely funding for im
portant Justice Department programs, 
such as providing $25 million to help 
State and local law enforcement agen
cies provide bulletproof vests for police 
officers, which is funded as part of the 
total $1.4 billion for the hugely success
ful COPS program. 

To date 76,771 additional police have 
been put on the beat on the streets of 
our cities and towns since this program 
began in fiscal year 1994. The funding 
in this bill will allow for an additional 
17 ,000 officers to be hired. COPS is a 
successful program, and has played a 
large part in the reduction of violent 
crime in this country. Its funding 
should not be jeopardized. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill also includes 
an important earmark of $20 million 
for the unobligated balances of the 
COPS program, to be used for grants to 
policing agencies and schools for pro
grams aimed at preventing violence in 
our public schools. This is a fine begin
ning as we struggle with the issue of 
violence in our schools. I commend the 
committee for including these funds. 

In June I met with about 30 school 
administrators and schoolteachers in 
my congressional district to talk about 
what can and should be done to instill 
discipline in the classroom and to com
bat violence. The times have changed 
since I grew up in Fort Worth. Listen
ing to these dedicated educators drove 
home that point. 

Mr. Speaker, I was shocked to learn 
that more than 6,000 students were ex
pelled from schools across the country 
last year for bringing a firearm to 
school, just as I had been shocked and 
deeply saddened by the violence that 
has taken the lives of 14 students and 
teachers and injured 47 others since 
last October. 

But I came away from that meeting 
with a concrete idea of what we can do 
here in Washington to help schools in 
our home towns deal with disruptive 
students, gangs, drugs, and guns, be
cause those concerned educators told 
me that one of their most pressing 
needs was more uniformed police offi
cers in schools. They told me that hav
ing law enforcement officers in a 
school not only cuts down on crime, 
but also gives the students the oppor
tunity to talk to an authority figure 
about what is happening on campus. 

I have introduced H.R. 4224, the Safe 
Schools Act of 1998, as a follow-up to 

this forum. My bill would provide $175 
million in funding to allow local com
munities to hire sworn law enforce
ment officers to patrol in and around 
their schools. This money will allow up 
to 7,500 police to be hired, in addition 
to the 100,000 new police who have been 
or will be hired under the COPS pro
gram. 

While these funds are not part of this 
bill, it is my intention to work to see 
them included in next year's appropria
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, some schools already 
have uniformed law enforcement offi
cers. In fact, a number of school dis
tricts in my own congressional district 
already do. I would like to quote Ser
geant James Hawthorne of the Arling
ton Texas Police Department, who has 
endorsed the continuation and expan
sion of this idea. 

0 1645 
"It is worth every penny. You cannot 

put a price on a child's life. And above 
and beyond that, you hope to be a posi
tive influence on kids throughout their 
lives." I could not agree more, Mr. 
Speaker. · 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. SAWYER). 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the rule specifically because 
it includes the Mollohan amendment to 
restore full, uninterrupted funding for 
the 2000 Census preparations. 

Opponents of the Census Bureau's 
plans for 2000 say that we ought to take 
the census the same way we have for 
the last 200 years. They call the plan a 
"radical new approach to conducting 
the census." Nothing could be further 
from the truth. 

The truth is that the census has 
changed immensely throughout its his
tory because it has had to keep pace 
with a Nation that itself is changing. 
Counting the population in 2000 the 
same way we did in 1960, much less the 
way we did in 1790, would be simple 
folly. 

In 1790, U.S. Marshals, 600 of them, 
went out on horseback and counted and 
tabulated information for about 4 mil
lion people in the new Nation. They 
missed about 100,000. They added enu
merators over the year, but by 1850, the 
number of Americans had quadrupled, 
far too much information for census 
takers to add up on their own. So, for 
the first time, they sent the forms to 
Washington to count. 

Thousands of clerks in hot, sticky 
rooms leafed through millions of forms 
by hand, while the population doubled 
again. By then it took 8 years to tab
ulate the 1880 census. Fortunately, the 
punch card arrived in 1890, allowing for 
automated tabulation. A radical new 
approach, but it saved time and money. 
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Our population would nearly triple 

over the next 50 years. By 1940, punch 
cards could not keep up and by 1950, 
crude computers took over the job. 

In response to Americans ' impatience 
with the growing response burden, the 
Bureau developed sampling· techniques 
to gather vital data on everything from 
education to veterans status. But com
piling the numbers was not the only 
problem. There were too many people 
in too many households spread out 
across four times more land area than 
in 1790. Workers knocking on every 
door were making more mistakes than 
the Nation could tolerate. 

So, in 1970, the census underwent per
haps the most radical change in its his
tory: counting people by mail, not by 
enumerator. That worked fairly well 
for a while. In 1970, 80 percent of the 
people returned their forms, but by 
1990, only 65 percent did. That meant a 
half a million census workers had to 
knock on 35 million doors. The cost of 
the census skyrocketed, while the re
sults worsened badly. 

The 1990 census missed more than 8 
million Americans, counting 4 million 
people twice and millions more in the 
wrong place; not because the Census 
Bureau did not know how to do its job, 
but because the methods it developed 
to count the country in previous dec
ades were outdated by 1990. 

So once again in 2000, the Census Bu
reau will make changes. It will make 
forms more widely available, pay for 
first-class advertising, and use widely 
accepted scientific methods to include 
all Americans this time around. 

Take the census the same way we 
have done for 200 years? There is no 
"same way." The census has been 
changing from its beginning, just as 
the country has. 

A radical new approach in 2000? Nope, 
just trying to keep up with a growing, 
changing, and moving Nation, the same 
way they always have. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 
minutes to the gentleman from Ken
tucky (Mr. ROGERS) who is not only 
chairman of the committee, but also 
the sponsor of the bill. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
MCINNIS) for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support, obvi
ously, of this rule. It is an open rule, as 
is usual with appropriations bills. It 
waives all points of order against the 
bill as reported. 

The important fact, I think I need to 
say, is that we need to take action on 
this bill as quickly as we can. This is 
the bill that provides the funding for 
our Federal law enforcement agencies: 
all of the Justice Department agencies, 
the FBI, the Drug Enforcement Admin
istration, most all of the law enforce
ment agencies of the Federal Govern
ment. 

We provide funding to our State and 
local law enforcement agencies; all of 

our sheriffs, all of our police depart
ments, all of the local law enforcement 
folks out there who need the Federal 
assistance is in this bill. 

We fund, of course, the Federal 
courts, from the Supreme Court all the 
way down, and most of the agencies 
that work with the courts, such as the 
Marshals Service. 

We provide the funding for the Na
tional Weather Service and the mod
ernization efforts of the National 
Weather Radar System that is increas
ingly providing advanced warning to 
our constituents of dangerous weather. 

We provide, of course, in the State 
Department portion of the bill, all of 
our diplomacy operations around the 
globe. We provide assistance to small 
businesses in our communities and a 
host of other vital and necessary func
tions. 

So, Mr. Speaker, it is important that 
this bill proceed and be passed and be 
signed and become law. 

There are some controversial matters 
in the bill , but let us not lose sight of 
the fact, Mr. Speaker, that this bill is 
vi tally necessary in so many areas of 
our national life. 

If we set one priority in this bill, it is 
to provide increased funding for the 
fight against crime and to empower 
Federal, State, and local law enforce
ment with the resources they need to 
enforce our laws and prevent crime. 

Mr. Speaker, thanks to this Congress 
and the work of this subcommittee and 
the full Committee on Appropriations, 
but most importantly the Congress, 
over the last several years we have fun
damentally increased the funding for 
the law enforcement agencies, which I 
think is having a major impact on 
crime. We are seeing reductions of 
crime for the first time in many yeal_'S 
in this Nation, a lot of which I think 
can be attributable to the fact that we 
have provided the funding in this bill, 
not just for the Federal agencies, but 
perhaps more importantly for the local 
law enforcement agencies by the bil
lions of dollars. Now, over the last cou
ple of years, we have funded the fight 
against juvenile crime and juvenile de
linquency and juvenile crime preven
tion in this bill. 

We provide in the bill that is before 
us an increase of over a half billion dol
lars for the Department of Justice 
crime programs. 

We provide $4.9 billion for State and 
local law enforcement, $400 million 
more than was requested by the White 
House and $47 million more than the 
current spending. 

We restore the Local Law Enforce
ment Block Grant to give local law en
forcement agencies monies to spend for 
their specific needs. We give them max
imum flexibility to spend according to 
their requirements. That figure is $523 
million. 

Mr. Speaker, we provide also a juve
nile crime block grant to allow States 

and localities for their needs to prevent 
juvenile crime, a quarter of a billion 
dollars. The President proposed to 
eliminate this in his budget request. 
We restore it to the bill. 

We provide $283 million also for juve
nile crime prevention, most important 
in this era, a $44 million increase over 
current levels. And for the first time, 
Mr. Speaker, the Congress passed a bill 
recently authorizing bulletproof vests 
for our local police. This bill for the 
first time provides the money to buy 
and pay for the bulletproof vests that 
protect the lives of the people that pro
tect us. ·That is in this bill. 

We provide $104 million in new fund
ing to help States and localities raise 
their level of preparedness for chemical 
and biological terrorism. First time 
funding, first time we have done this so 
that our local fire departments, rescue 
squads and local responders now have 
funds in this bill to train, to educate, 
to equip themselves to help fight off 
the awful things that may happen in 
our cities or localities that we would 
call terrorism. In this building, we 
know now what that really means. 

We provide more than $8.4 billion for 
the war on drugs, including a $95 mil
lion increase for the Drug Enforcement 
Administration, $31 million more than 
they requested. We put $10 million 
more into the drug courts in localities 
which are doing wonderful work 
throughout the country, and $10 mil
lion for a new program to help small 
businesses create drug-free workplaces. 

We provide a thousand new Border 
Patrol agents to guard the border, $216 
million more than they have now for 
controlling illegal immigration. The 
bill provides a $47 million Interior en
forcement initiative to force the INS 
to respond to State and local police in 
every State when they find suspected 
illegal aliens. Now, the INS simply 
does not answer the phone when the 
State police calls and says they have a 
vanload of illegals, and they are turned 
loose. We put money in here to respond 
to that, to give State and local police 
a way to have the INS ass.1st in the re
moval of the illegal aliens they watch. 

This rule will allow us to move for
ward. I am very appreciative of the 
Committee on Rules. They have done a 
wonderful job. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of the 
rule to allow us to move ahead with 
this vitally important bill, vitally im
portant to every Member and every dis
trict in the country. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN). 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from New 
York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
rule. I would like to take this oppor
tunity to thank the distinguished gen
tleman from New York (Mr. SOLOMON), 
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chairman of the Committee on Rules, 
for his fair consideration of our re
quests. I also want to thank my good 
friend, the distinguished gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY), 
the ranking member, for his guidance 
and advocacy of our interests in the de
velopment ·Of the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, let me first say that I 
am pleased that the Committee on 
Rules recommended an open rule for 
the consideration of this bill, for the 
same reasons our chairman just men
tioned. It allows for all Members on 
both sides of the aisle to debate the 
issues thoroughly. 
Mr~ Speaker, I am also pleased that 

this rule makes in order my 2000 Cen
sus amendment, the "Let's Count Ev
erybody Amendment," and allows 2 
hours of debate on the issue. It is a 
very complicated matter, and any less 
time would not have allowed for a 
meaningful debate. 

First, the 2000 Census is just around 
the corner, and what does this bill do? 
It cuts off funding for the census prepa
ration in the middle of the year, put
ting at risk funding for the census 
preparation for the rest of the year. 
That is no way to do business. We can
not plan for a professionally run census 
with that kind of a funding scheme. My 
amendment fixes that. It guarantees 
funding for the whole fiscal year. 

Second, I must note the seriousness 
with which the administration takes 
its duty to make sure that the 2000 
Census is as accurate as possible in ac
counting for everyone in America: the 
urban and the rural, majorities and mi
norities, adults and children, especially 
the children. 

During the 1990 failed census, one
half of those people who were never 
counted, the missed, the overlooked, 
the forgotten, were children. The ad
ministration is committed to veto this 
measure unless the Census Bureau is 
allowed to incorporate the rec
ommendations of the National Acad
emy of Sciences by employing sci
entific sampling in the conduct of the 
2000 Census, so that those who were left 
out of the 1990 Census will be included 
in the 2000 Census. Everyone in our 
country. 

If the language contained in the bill 
is not amended, we will end up with a 
census that is not credible to anyone. I 
believe my amendment provides an eq
uitable approach to this issue, and 
hope that it represents a compromise 
that at the end of the day, everyone 
can support. 

Our chairman, the distinguished gen
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) 
obviously disagrees with the merits of 
my amendment, but to his credit, he 
argued for my right to offer the amend
ment. The gentleman's friendship and 
bipartisan nature have made working 
on this subcommittee a pleasure and 
an honor and we thank him. 

The open rule, of course, also allows 
for consideration of an additional 

amendment I intend to offer to in
crease funding for the Legal Services 
Corporation by $109 million. For the 
last 2 years, the subcommittee has rec
ommended funding the Legal Services 
Corporation at $141 million. Con
sequently, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania (Mr. Fox) and I have offered 
an amendment in each of the last 2 
years to increase funding to $250 mil
lion. We again find ourselves in a simi
lar situation and I urge my colleagues 
to vote for that amendment. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
express my disappointment that this 
rule makes in order an amendment to 
be offered by the gentleman from Colo
rado (Mr. HEFLEY). This amendment 
would in part prevent funds from being 
used to enforce an executive order pro
hibiting employment discrimination 
based on sexual orientation. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the gentleman's 
amendment is misguided. It plays to 
fears and prejudices, and I hope the de
bate on this amendment will not de
generate as it has on similar amend
ments in the past. In any event, this 
bill is certainly not the appropriate ve
hicle for this kind of an amendment. 
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Additionally, I would like to note 

that my colleague, the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY), testified before 
the Committee on Rules on two sepa
rate and unrelated amendments, and I 
regret that the rule makes them in 
order together. 

In conclusion, I think that this is a 
fair rule, and I urge its support. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

First of all, to respond to the pre
vious speaker, this is a very fair rule. 
We appreciate his support. We have 
made it fair because we want open de
bate on this in regards to the Hefley 
amendment. This is not where that de
bate should take place. '!'hat debate 
should take place in the general de
bate. We are prepared to debate it, but 
the key here is openness and open de
bate by the Members of this body. 

The gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
HEFLEY) is entitled to that open de
bate, just the same as I am entitled to 
that debate, just the same as anyone 
on that side of the aisle is entitled to 
that debate, so that is why that is in 
order. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from New York (Mrs. MALONEY). 

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in support of this rule, 
and I thank the committee for ruling 
the Mollohan amendment in order. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to thank the gentleman from West Vir
ginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) for his extraor
dinary leadership in working towards 
achieving an accurate census for 2000. 

The Nation needs an accurate census of 
our population, one that includes ev
erybody. The Census Bureau has a 
modern, comprehensive plan for 2000 to 
eliminate the undercounting of the 
population and produce a more accu
rate census. 

We should not be satisfied with a cen
sus which underrepresents millions of 
people, as the census did in 1990. Only 
with modern improvements in the cen
sus will we be able to achieve this. 

We should not be satisfied with a cen
sus which underrepresents people. The 
Mollohan amendment allows the Cen
sus Bureau to move forward with the 
census by striking a provision in the 
bill that fences off half of the 1999 fis
cal year appropriation. Americans in 
every community benefit from having 
a more accurate census. Census data 
helped direct Federal spending for 
schools, health care. Programs for sen
iors and children, businesses, industry, 
local governments and local commu
nities all rely on accurate census data 
to make decisions. Without an accu
rate census, local communities will not 
receive their fair share. 

We need to fund the census for the 
whole fiscal year. We cannot cut off 
funding in the middle of the year. They 
will not be able to do their job. We owe 
it to our country to ensure that we 
have the most fair and accurate census 
of all of our people that we can 
produce. 

Let us put politics aside and allow 
the professionals at the Census Bureau 
to do their job. Let us fund it properly. 
Let us move forward. Let us support 
the Mollohan amendment. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman . from 
Florida (Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN). 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the rule for the Com
merce, Justice, State appropriations 
bill. I most especially want to thank 
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. 
ROGERS) for his leadership in bringing 
forth a bill that is very beneficial to all 
of the agencies that are affected by 
this appropriations bill and a bill that 
is going to be positive for the country. 

One of the aspects of the bill that I 
am proud of is the funding that the 
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROG
ERS) has provided for Radio and TV 
Marti, especially TV Marti. Because 
year after year this program comes 
under attack by those who are grab
bing at straws, trying to find anything 
that they can to excuse their long
standing history of supporting exces
sive government spending and wasting 
taxpayer funds, and they come and use 
this bill in order to hide from these at
tacks. And year after year their target, 
unfortunately and unfairly, is TV 
Marti, which is one part of a two-prong 
strategy to reach the Cuban people, to 
inform them about the world outside 
their island prison, and to educate 
them about the democratic principles 
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through the implementation of some of negatively affect business decisions, 
democracy's most important liberties, where to invest, what markets to pur
which is freedom of expression and sue. The lasting effects of undercounts 
freedom of the press, which are denied to communities, to Hispanic Ameri
to them daily in Cuba. cans, to African Americans are dev-

TV and Radio Marti are reaching the astating in the long run. 
Cuban people. If it were not, the Castro So let us count every American in 
regime would not be obsessed with its the new millennium. We do that by 
demise. If it were not effective, Castro providing the appropriate resources to 
officials would not be roaming the the census and by adopting the Mol
halls of Congress lobbying for an end to lohan amendment. That is why it is 
these transmissions. important to vote for the Mollohan 

I ask my colleagues to remember the amendment. We want to ensure that 
immortal words of a leader like Martin every American gets counted in this 
Luther King who said, Let freedom next census, the next census of the new 
ring. Let the Cuban people then hear century. It will be important to all of 
and see TV and Radio Marti. Let the our communities. 
echoes of democracy reach the Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 
enslaved Cuban people. Let them wit- minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
ness firsthand what it means to be free. (Mr. MILLER). 
Through these transmissions they can Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
see what is going on in our country and I rise in support of the rule and the 
in other free countries. Commerce, Justice and State appro-

The United States has the tools to priation bill that the gentleman from 
accomplish these lofty goals, and one Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) is presenting 
of those tools is Radio and TV Marti. If and we will be debating next week. 
we are truly committed to bringing all I commend the gentleman from Ken
of the countries in our hemisphere into tucky (Mr. ROGERS) for the handling of 
our democratic fold, if we are truly the census issue in this bill. The gen
commi tted to helping the Cuban people tleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) 
free themselves from the enslavement, provides over $100 million more than 
then we must render our full support was provided, requested in the Presi
for the rule and the bill, Commerce, dent's budget. Over $100 million more 
State, Justice appropriations. has been provided because we want to 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I count everyone. It is going to cost 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from money to do this. We are going to 
New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ). spend $4 billion. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I want This is not something we should play 
to commend the gentleman from West around with on polling to do that. We 
Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) for bringing are talking about $4 billion of real 
forth this amendment and also the gen- money. We are providing $100 million 
tleman from Ohio (Mr. SAWYER) for his more this year. And we all agree, Re
work on the census and my colleague, publicans and Democrats, that we want 
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs. to count everybody. We should not 
MALONEY). miss anyone. It is hard work to do the 

The fact of the matter is that the census. We are prepared to put the re
Mollohan amendment made in order by sources in there to do the hard work. 
the rule will affect the future of every- This has to be done in a nonpartisan 
one living in this country. We can ei- fashion. This should not be a partisan 
ther choose to miss the 8.4 million peo- issue. We agree it should not be a par
·ple residing in the United States, as we tisan issue. There should not be a 
did in 1990, or we can make the best ef- Democratic census. There should not 
fort possible to count them. That is the be a Republican census. There should 
choice that will be presented to . us not be a Clinton census. There should 
after the rule. Five percent of Latinos, not be a Newt Gingrich census. This 
4 percent of African Americans and 2.3 has to be done in a bipartisan fashion. 
percent of Asian Americans were not It is very unfortunate that the Presi
counted in the last census, and that is dent interjected politics on to this and 
simply not right. said, it is going to be done my way or 

The Census Bureau wants to do the no way. That Congress is irrelevant in 
best it can to count every American, the issue, the President is, in effect, 
but this bill, as it exists, does not allow saying. Actually, the Mollohan amend
it. Instead, it ties the Census Bureau's ment says the same thing, because he 
hands and renders them ineffective. says, only let the President make that 
When some Americans are not counted, decision, that we in Congress have no 
all Americans are diminished. input to the decision. It is only $4 bil-

Undercounts affect the ·decision- lion. Let the President decide how to 
making of 100 Federal programs that spend that money. Let the President 
dispense over $100 billion in funds to decide whether he wants to have a 
our communities. Undercounts nega- failed census or not. 
tively affect economic empowerment Hey, the Constitution says it is Con
and the decisions that flow from that . gress' responsibility to design how the 
undercount. · Undercounts negatively census is done. And now the gentleman 
affect political enfranchisement and from West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) 
political empowerment. Undercounts says, no, no, no, no, Congress, you are 

not relevant anymore. We want to de
cide, and we are going to do it our way. 

What the gentleman from Kentucky 
(Mr. ROGERS) has proposed is that we 
are going to make a decision next 
March. The Census Bureau agrees the 
decision should be made in March of 
next year. The President's own budget 
talks about a March 1 date. At hear
ings, under oath, they said, we can de
cide by March 1 of next year. So let us 
make the decision together then. 

And the reason that date was chosen 
is partly because we have that much 
time. The other reason is, we will have 
dress rehearsals. We will not know the 
results of the dress rehearsals until the 
end of this year or the first of next 
year. The monitoring board will give 
their results, and we will have a report 
from them early next year. Some court 
cases will be heard, and maybe we will 
have some results from them by then. 

So there is no reason the decision has 
to be made today, and there is no rea
son we should give the President total 
choice of the plan he wants to do. Why? 
Because the plan he has proposed is 
moving towards failure. It is based on 
this polling idea. 

I know the President loves polling. 
He makes all his decisions on polling. 
But this is serious business. We all 
agree this is serious business. This is a 
basic democratic system which is de
pendent on this census. It is a trust in 
our system of government. Most elect
ed officials in America are dependent 
on the census, whether it is a school 
board member, a city council person, 
State legislators and, yes, the House of 
Representatives, are going to be im
pacted by the census. 

If we do not have a census we can 
trust, and that means a bipartisan cen
sus, it has got to be done together, 
then we are not going to have one that 
is going to be trusted by the American 
people. We must work together to get a 
census that is not based on polling, 
that says this will work out best for 
me. 

We have to do everything we can _ to 
count everybody, everyone. Let us put 
the resources into counting everyone, 
and we are committed to doing that, as 
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. 
ROGERS) put over $100 million more 
into the appropriation for the Census 
Bureau this year alone. 

We are moving towards failure. This 
idea of polling was attempted in the 
1990 census. It was a failure in 1990. And 
now the administration says, we want 
to totally rely on this failed idea. That 
is irresponsible, in my opinion. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I know 
the gentleman is chairman of the 
House Subcommittee on the Census, in 
charge of authorization and oversight 
on the census. Before he came to this 
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body, did the gentleman have any ex
pertise in this field? I know the gen
tleman does not like to brag. If I may 
say so, is the gentleman not a professor 
of statistics? 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Well, I 
taught at Georgia State University At
lanta, taught statistics for many years. 
It was the Department of Quantitative 
Methods up there. I taught at the grad
uate and undergraduate level, and the 
MBA. I have taught statistics for years 
at LSU, University of South Florida, 
Georgia State University. 

I respect statistics. Polling has a rel
evant role. We all use polling all the 
time, especially if we do not have the 
time or money to do something else. 

But statistics is a very dangerous 
thing. My first lecture, whenever I 
taught statistics, was based on a book, 
How to Lie with Statistics, because 
you can use statistics to achieve your 
point. People use it all the time. The 
way graphs are designed, what base 
years are used, there is a whole variety 
of ways. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, well, 
if the Constitution says, as it does, 
that we have to have an actual enu
meration for the purposes of reappor
tionment of this body, not for business 
decisions, not for finding out how 
many people have blue eyes on the 
third Sunday of every month, but for 
the reapportionment of the House of 
Representatives, as a doctor of statis
tics, what is your opinion that the 
drafters of the Constitution meant 
when they said, you must have an ac
tual enumeration? 

D 1715 
Mr. MILLER of Florida. We need to 

have actual counts. We should not use 
polling. And we need to work together 
to trust the system of government. It 
is too important to play politics with 
this issue. The President is playing pol
itics with it. It is very clear. We need 
to count everybody. We need to put the 
resources in. There are a lot of good 
ideas, from paid advertising this time, 
and working in outreach programs, 
whether we need to use the WIC pro
gram. Why do we not use the WIC pro
gram to help count kids? Why do we 
not use Medicaid records? We can pro
vide the resources to do that. We can 
come together and get a good census. 

Mr. ROGERS. Does the gentleman 
say we should do away with this vote 
board up here and just guess on how 
the vote is going to go? 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. That is 
right. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield Ph minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. BLAGOJEVICH). 

Mr. BLAGOJEVICH. I thank the gen
tlewoman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that the 
Committee on Rules has brought forth 
an open rule for consideration of the 

Commerce, Justice, State appropria- My father used to tell us that half a 
tions bill and I am happy to say that I loaf is better than none. I would say 
plan to support that bill. But as a that that is all right, except we are not 
member of the Subcommittee on Oen- talking about bread, we are talking 
sus, I would like to express some of my about the census. And we are talking 
concerns about the portion of the bill about counting all of the people. I can 
which places restrictions on the fund- tell Members when it comes to count
ing for the Census Bureau. . ing the people, one-half is not enough. 

Withholding or conditioning funds Three-fifths is not enough. None is not 
for the Census Bureau places the 2000 enough. Somebody is going to be mis
census at risk. An inaccurate census counted, disenfranchised and left out. I 
affects everyone. More than $100 billion wonder who those are going to be. It is 
annually in Federal aid is allocated already clear. They are going to be the 
using census data. And when it comes poor, those in big urban centers, those 
to the census, the fact is if you are not in rural America, those who need every 
counted, you do not count. You do not dime, every cent, every penny, those 
count when it comes to Federal dollars communities that are on the verge of 
for road repair and mass transit. You collapse, who need all of their entitle
do not count when it comes to helping ment moneys, all of their entitlement 
public schools or for using Federal programs, but even need representation 
funds to fight juvenile crime. Everyone more than they do anything else. We 
has a stake in making sure that the can cure this defect and we can cure it 
2000 census is counted in a way that is with the Mollohan amendment. we can 
fair and accurate. Just as we do when cure it because we want to say to every 
we determine unemployment statistics American citizen that your dream of 
and the gross domestic product, just as citizenship rights does not need to be 
we do when we determine labor statis- deferred. 
tics and statistics regarding our econ- I know what it means to be un
omy, we need to use the most modern counted, three-fifths of a person. 
statistics and methods possible. Let us Women know what it means not to 
put politics aside and let the profes- count, not to be able to vote, not to be 
sionals at the Census Bureau do their looked at on the landscape. I would 
job. The Mollohan amendment helps us urge that we vote for the Mollohan 
do this. I hope that my colleagues will amendment and count all of the Amer

7 
join me in supporting the Mollohan ican people so that they will know that 
amendment to remove these restric- they do indeed count. 
tions and fully fund the Census Bureau. Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield Ph minutes to the gentleman 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman from New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL). 
from California (Ms. MILLENDER- Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, this is 
McDONALD). 

Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. I a very important subject we are talk-
thank the gentlewoman for yielding ing about. To set aside sampling and 
time. the science is to guess at what the pop-

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank ulation is. 
the chairman of the Committee on Let me repeat. In Paterson, New Jer
Rules for making this rule in order and sey, in 1995, with two other commu
I would like to thank the gentleman nities throughout the United States, 
from West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) for $30 million was spent by this Congress, 
his leadership on this issue. Mr. Speak- the gentlemen here, the ladies here, to 
er, I rise to express my support for the absolutely do sampling and test other 
rule which makes in order the Mol- methodologies. Are you going to have 
lohan decennial census amendment. us conclude, after the science has been 
The debate on this amendment will say supported by the National Academy of 
volumes about the People's House's de- Sciences, that what the results were in 
sire to conduct the census in a fair, ac- those three tests are to be put aside so 
curate, cost-effective and scientifically we can really go to the methodology 
based way. It will also send a message that has been chosen by the other side, 
to the low-income people living in so- to guess? 
cially and economically isolated urban You cannot count every nose in a 
and rural areas, especially people of census. You know it and everybody else 
color, women and their children, chil- on this side of the aisle knows it. We 
dren who were undercounted by 50 per- need to come together on this issue. It 
cent. They want to know where they is critical. There are too many people 
stand and whether they count. If you out there who do not respond to the 
support a census that is fair, that is ac- census questionnaire as it is. What you 
curate, and that is inclusive, then sup- are going to do is establish even more 
port the Mollohan census amendment. questions and more anxiety. Do you 
I urge its passage for the sake of all the want to have wasted $30 million? That 
American people. is not including what we are spending 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I right now to go through dress rehears
yield lV2 minutes to the gentleman als. This is wrong. We need to accept 
from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS). the science, we need to understand that 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I it was acceptable in 1995 where we pre
want to thank the gentlewoman for pared for the sampling, where we pre
yielding time. pared for the testing and methodology. 
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It was not done helter-skelter. Stop the 
guessing and support sampling. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MILLER). 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
the test in Paterson, New Jersey is a 
good illustration of why polling does 
not work. We have got real problems 
with polling, especially when you get 
down to census block level. When you 
get down to census blocks and census 
tracks, the error rates are too great. 
We need to count everyone and we need 
to put the resources into it. It is hard 
work to count people. You do not count 
homeless people from 9 to 5 Monday 
through Friday. You may have to 
count them at 2 o'clock in the morning 
on a weekend. You work through 
homeless shelters. We are willing to 
put the resources in so everyone should 
be counted. Everyone should be count
ed. We should do it in the best way pos
sible, working together. There are a lot 
of good ideas that have come out of 
past census tests and we can do that. 
But sampling or polling is the dan
gerous one and it will not be trusted by 
the American people. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL). 

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, the 
National Academy of Sciences just 
turned over. To compare sampling with 
guessing or to compare sampling with 
any other methodology, they each are 
very different. It does not mean poll
ing. Polling is a very different kind of 
situation. Sampling is science. Polling 
is not. You show me the definition 
where they both mean the same thing. 
What you have done is confused those 
definitions, on purpose, so that we in 
arguing sampling are going to fall in to 
your trap about guessing and polling. 
They are very different. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MILLER). 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
polling is based on sampling. We use 
polling all the time as based on sam
pling. President Clinton was down in 
Houston here a couple of months ago 
saying how great polling is for the pur
poses of the census. He is the one that 
used the comparison in Houston, Texas 
and some of your colleagues were right 
there in Houston when President Clin
ton specifically used the analogy of 
polling. Polling is based on sampling. 
Sampling is very appropriate where 
you do not have the time and money to 
go out and do an actual count. This is 
a $4 billion thing. This should not be 
the largest statistical experiment in 
history. That is what we are talking 
about, the largest statistical experi
ment in history. This is not an experi
ment we should test. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Florida (Mrs. MEEK). 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
in one short minute I just want to say 
to my colleagues, let us not fool our
selves. You cannot count everyone. 

Now, you say, " Well, the Constitu
tion says enumeration." The Constitu
tion did not define enumeration. It did 
not say that you could not use a sam
pling technique. It is going to be dif
ficult and almost impossible for you to 
count everyone. Show me how you are 
going to not have the undercount you 
had in the last two censuses. You over
looked a great proportion of the Afri
can-American community and the His
panic community. Do you want to do 
that again? Do you want to send that 
message to this country that we want 
an undercount? If you look at this 
chart, you will see that the census had 
a big undercount in African-Americans. 
We do not want that again. We want a 
good count. Let us be real. You cannot 
do it by counting every head. That is 
just impossible. Last of all, you cannot 
count every head. And because you 
cannot count every head, let us use 
some scientific methodology that has 
been proven and approved by the sci
entific world so there will not be any 
more of this guessing. Let us have an 
accurate census. We are tired of inac
curate censuses. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the following 
table for the RECORD: 

MORE BLACKS THAN NON-BLACKS MISSED IN THE 
CENSUS 

[Percent missed] 

Blacks Non-
Blacks 

Census: 
1940 ... ........ .. ..... ............ .. . 8.4 5.0 
1950 """"'""""""""' 7.5 3.8 
1960 ...................... ........................ .. .. ........... .. .. .. 6.6 2.7 
1970 .... ..................... ... .. ... .. .... ... .. ........ .. ... .......... . 6.5 2.2 
1980 ................... ... ..... .... .. .. ............................... . 4.5 0.8 
1990 ......... ......... .. ............................................. .. 5.7 1.3 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. LEE). 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
strong support of the Mollohan amend
ment which provides full funding for 
the 2000 census, including the use of 
statistical sampling. Fundamental to 
our democracy is the notion that ev
eryone counts. In 1990 the census 
missed millions of people. The Bureau 
believes it missed 1.8 million Ameri
cans. Most of those who were not 
counted were low-income people living 
in cities, in rural communities, Afri
can-Americans, Latinos, Asian Ameri
cans, immigrants and children. Almost 
50 percent of the individuals not count
ed in the 1990 census were children. Are 
they not a part of this country? Fund
ing for many of our school programs 
depends on an accurate count of our 
children. The goal of the Census Bu
reau is to achieve the most accurate 
count possible using the most up-to
date scientific methods and the best 
technology available. We are not talk
ing about polling as you do in political 

campaigns. The use of statistical sam
pling will ensure that people who have 
historically been left out are counted 
and are included. Our responsibility is 
to ensure that every American counts. 
If you are not counted, you are irrele
vant. No one in this country should be 
rendered irrelevant. 

I urge passage of the Mollohan 
amendment. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 
Addressing the previous speaker, I am 
a little surprised by her comments. She 
says fundamental to our democracy, 
and I am quoting, everyone counts. 

That is exactly why we are going out 
and counting everybody. That is ex
actly the benefit. I take it from her 
comments that she supports our posi
tion. So I welcome that. I also would 
hope that she supports the rule. 

In fact, during this debate today, Mr. 
Speaker, I have not heard anyone say 
they are going to vote against the rule. 
That is what we are debating right 
here. We are going to have, and in fact 
the Committee on Rules was generous 
to allocate two full hours to this de
bate, so I think it is about time that 
we move rapidly to a vote on the rule. 
Let us get into the debate. 

D 1730 
Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. SAWYER). 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, we have 
heard a g·ood deal of reference to poll
ing. The fact is that the plan for this 
2000 census is very different from a 
poll. 

It starts with an effort to contact 
personally and count virtually every 
single person in every single household 
in the country. Sampling is then used 
to further improve the results, but 
with a far larger sample than is ever 
used in political polls. 

Sampling would be used to supple
ment that basic count in two ways. One 
is in following up on households that 
do not respond; and, second, sampling 
would be used to help check on those 
who might still have been missed even 
with these new procedures. 

A very large, scientifically-selected 
sample of blocks would be drawn, 
125,000 of them across the country, with 
approximately 750,000 households. If a 
poll were taken this way, with a major 
effort to contact everyone in the dis
trict, followed by a very large sample 
to account for those who did not re
spond, followed by another large sam
ple of the whole district to further ac
count for nonrespondents and errors, 
the results would be extremely accu
rate indeed, vastly more accurate than 
the failed techniques employed in the 
1990 census. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MILLER). 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, let me correct what is being 
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proposed this year by this polling plan 
of the President. 

He is intentionally not going to 
count 10 percent of the people initially. 
He is not going to go out and count ev
eryone. 

In 1990, they tried to count everyone. 
They got 98.4 percent of the people. 
And, yes, we are not going to count ev
eryone, we are going to miss a few peo
ple, but we need to do everything that 
we can to reach that 100 percent level. 

But this time around they are only 
going . to count 90 percent of the people 
intentionally. They are intentionally 
going to not count 10 percent of the 
people. Then they are going to do this 
second sample. That is correct. They 
are going to count 90 percent of the 
people. 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman's courtesy. Every 
effort will be made to reach 100 percent 
of the people more times than ever 
done in the past. 

Mr. MILLER of California. No, that 
is not true. Reclaiming my time, that 
is absolutely not true. They are inten
tionally, intentionally going to not 
count 10 percent of the people and then 
use this ICM, this sample, to try to im
pute what the numbers are. That is 
where the problem of sampling is. They 
are going to have 60,000 separate sam
ples to get to that 90 percent number. 
It is extremely complex. GAO, Inspec
tor General are both saying it is a 
high-risk plan. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO). 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the Mollohan amend
ment because it restores full funding 
for a fair and an accurate Year 2000 
census. 

The goal is to count 100 percent of 
the people. That is what we are talking 
about here on our side of the aisle, and 
let me just tell my colleagues what 
census data does: 

It determines the distributions of 170 
billion Federal dollars every single 
year. The dollars go to basic programs: 
Social Security, Medicare, better 
roads, child care for low-income fami
lies and middle-income families, school 
lunches. An accurate census will en
sure sufficient funds to protect the 
well-being of American families, to 
protect child care, healthy meals for 
kids and security for our seniors in 
their golden years. 

This should not be a political issue, 
but my Republican colleagues do not 
seem to get the message. Instead, they 
declare war against accuracy. 

These tactics are not surprising. 
They have played politics with cam
paign finance, with tobacco, with 
health care and now with the census. 

Stop the political games. Put fami
lies in this country first. Vote for a fair 
and accurate census with a hundred 
percent of the people counted in this 
country. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, it is interesting to hear 
the preceding speaker make the state
ment we are declaring war against ac
curacy by saying that we want to 
count everyone. It kind of does not 
make much sense, and the statement, I 
think, would probably would be appro
priate if it were clarified. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MCINNIS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, on the 
last gentlewoman's statement: 

They can sample all they want on all 
of the decisions that they just talked 
about, such as for Social Security, 
funding for States and localities-sam
ple all they want. All we are talking 
about here is not sampling for purposes 
of the reapportionment of the House of 
Representatives. We are only talking 
about prohibiting sampling on the ap
portionment of who represents whom 
in this body. We are not limitiilg sam
pling on all of the other aspects of the 
census. Only on the decennial census 
for the purposes of the apportionment 
of the House of Representatives do we 
require actual enumeration. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the balance of my time to the 
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr. 
MOLLOHAN). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SHIMKUS). The gentleman from West 
Virginia is recognized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding 
this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to engage 
the gentleman from Florida if I might. 
I am very impressed with his creden
tials, and I appreciate his position in 
this argument and his learned debate. 
It does puzzle me , though, how the gen
tleman, and he is a member of the 
American Statistical Association? 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I taught statistics in the School of 
Business at Georgia State University 
on quantitative methods, MBA pro
gram. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. I am sorry. I mis
understood that. 

It puzzles me how he can develop a 
position with his learned background 
that is so at odds with not only the Na
tional Academy of Sciences, which has 
had three panels look at this issue and 
in a very scientific way with lots of, I 
think the gentleman would concede, 

learned people, had a lot of learned 
people look at this and conclude after 
the 1990 failed census, when the Con
gress asked the National Academy of 
Sciences to look at it and come up with 
a better technique and they rec
ommended scientific sampling, how the 
gentleman's position can line up 
against the National Academy of 
Sciences' three panels and about six or 
seven scientific statistic organizations 
on the issue, all of whom recommended 
using this new science in trying to 
count everyone in this country. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. If the gen
tleman would yield further, I respond 
there is real division within the aca
demic community, and we have had 
academics, prominent academics, be
fore our committee, and we are going 
to have another hearing in September. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Reclaiming my 
time on that point, indeed I am sure we 
can get individual academicians and 
statisticians to come up with any view. 
The thing that impresses me so much 
is that these associations have come up 
with a consensus position supporting 
sampling. 

I yield to the gentleman from Flor
ida. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. The Acad
emy of Sciences is a respected organi
zation, but not beyond politics, and 
sadly I think they have been used. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
of the gentlewoman from New York 
(Ms. SLAUGHTER) has expired. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
understanding that I have about 41/2 

minutes remaining. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman is correct. 
Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MILLER). 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
the Academy of Sciences is generally a 
respected organization, but it has been 
politically used. It was a hand-picked 
panel. For example, the chairman of 
the panel was a very partisan Demo
crat, Mr. Schultz, who, as my col
leagues know, was head of the Council 
of Economic Advisors under Jimmy 
Carter and Lyndon Johnson. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Which organization 
is that? 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. The Acad
emy of Sciences study. It was a very 
partisan Democrat that led the study. 
There is a division within the academic 
community, and if I was a statistician 
looking at this, I would say, wow, the 
largest statistical experiment in his
tory? Statisticians love to have experi
ments; statisticians love to play 
around with numbers. This is their op
portunity, this is a golden opportunity 
for them to run some tests. That is 
what they are in favor of. 
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But let us run a test, and let us con

duct a count of everyone to start with. 
At least use the model of 1990 as a min
imum where we try, as the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. SAWYER) was saying, 
count everyone and then do a study on 
a statistical sample for test purposes 
or an ICM of some type. 

So there are ways to do that, but we 
have to start basically with counting 
everyone first , and I yield. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. The gentleman, Mr. 
Speaker, is suggesting that the one 
panel was compromised in some poli t
i cal way. Is he suggesting that the 
other two at the National Academy of 
Sciences was politically compromised? 
And what about all these other organi
zations? 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Reclaiming 
my time, they were a hand-picked 
panel. We can create a panel of pres
tigious academics, will come up with a 
different study. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. It is quite a con
spiracy. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. I have the 
time, if I might say, so the thing is we 
need to trust the system. It has to be 
done where we work together, Repub
lican and Democrats, and we should 
not delegate it. It is something we do 
not delegate to some hand-picked 
group of academics over at the Acad
emy of Sciences. It is our responsi
bility, not their responsibility. 

It is our responsibility to do that. We 
need the input and advice of all the 
sources, but it is not going to be trust
ed if we turn it over to a group of aca
demics who want to have this great 
statistical experiment, and I think I 
am excited for them to have this great 
statistical experiment, but let us just 
count everyone. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

It is obvious from the discussion we 
are going to have a lively evening, and 
we have got some real substance here 
as we have two very well-educated gen
tlemen going back and forth. 

I think, in regards to the census part 
of this rule, I think it was best summa
rized by the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia (Ms. LEE), and that is, as my col
leagues know, it is fundamental, and I 
quote her again because I think it was 
an excellent quote, fundamental to our 
democracy that everyone counts. 

That is exactly the point that the 
gentleman from Florida is making, and 
that is this is not the time for a census 
experiment. This is not the time to put 
experimental aircraft in the side of 
this count. This aircraft has to fly and 
has to fly for a long time. Let us do it , 
and let us do it right. Sure, it is going 
to cost a little more money, sure we 
have got to count everybody, but that 
is what the Constitution demands. 

That issue aside, the issue of the gen
tleman from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY): 

His amendment is certainly to bring 
up some lively debate that it is in 

order that that debate be allowed on 
this floor. 

And finally, in conclusion, Mr. 
Speaker, it is important to note that 
throughout the number of speakers 
that we have had today in regards to 
this rule I have not heard anyone that 
objects to the rule. The gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. FROST), my good 
friend from the Committee on Rules, 
said, I think, and I quote that he reluc
tantly supported it. We have got the 
support for the rule. It is time to move 
the rule. It is time to get on with the 
general debate. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 3736, WORKFORCE IMPROVE
MENT AND PROTECTION ACT OF 
1998 
Mr. MCINNIS, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 105-660) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 513) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 3736) to amend the Immi
g-ration and Nationality Act to make 
changes relating to H-lB non
immigrants, which was referred to the 
House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

BIPARTISAN CAMPAIGN 
INTEGRITY ACT OF 1997 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCINNIS). Pursuant to House Resolu
tion 442 and rule XXIII, the Chair de
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the further consideration of 
the bill, H.R. 2183. 

D 1744 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
2183) to amend the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 to reform the fi
nancing of campaigns for elections for 
Federal office, and for other purposes, 
with Mr. SHIMKUS (Chairman pro tem
pore) in the chair. 

D 1745 
The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

SHIMKUS). When the Committee of the 
Whole House rose on Monday, July 20, 
1998, the request for a recorded vote on 
the amendment by the gentlewoman 
from Washington (Mrs. LINDA SMITH) to 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute No. 13 by the gentleman from 
Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) had been post
poned. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SALMON TO THE 
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 
Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment to 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. SALMON to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute No. 
13 offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

Add at the end the following new title: 
TITLE -POSTING NAMES OF CER-

TAIN Ara FORCE ONE PASSENGERS ON 
INTERNET 

SEC. 01. REQUIREMENT THAT NAMES OF PAS· 
SENGERS ON AIR FORCE ONE AND 
Affi FORCE TWO BE MADE AV AIL
ABLE THROUGH THE INTERNET. 

(a) IN GENERAL.- The President shall make 
available through the Internet the name of 
any non-Government person who is a pas
senger on an aircraft designated as Air Force 
One or Air Force Two not later than 30 days 
after the date that the person is a passenger 
on such aircraft. 

(b) EXCEPTION.-Subsection (a) shall not 
apply in a case in which the President deter
mines that compliance with such subsection 
would be contrary to the national security 
interests of the United States. In any such 
case, not later than 30 days after the date 
that the person whose name will not be made 
available through the Internet was a pas
senger on the aircraft, the President shall 
submit to the chairman and ranking member 
of the Permanent Select Committee on In
telligence of the House of Representatives 
and of the Select Committee on Intelligence 
of the Senate-

(1) the name of the person; and 
(2) the justification for not making such 

name available through the Internet. 
(C) DEFINITION OF PERSON.-As used in this 

Act, the term "non-Government person" 
means a person who is not an officer or em
ployee of the United States, a member of the 
Armed Forces, or a Member of Congress. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the previous order of the House, 
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
SALMON) and a Member opposed each 
will control 5 minutes. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I have a 

parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman from Connecticut may state his 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I just 
need to know what list we are fol
lowing in terms of order. I am not sug
gesting that the gentleman is out of 
order. I just do not know. 

I thought we were going from the 
Smith amendment to the Rohrabacher 
amendment, which is the amendment 
which eliminates the individual con
tribution limits. I thought that was the 
next amendment in order. Is there an 
order that we are following? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair believes The Committee is fol
lowing the order under the previous 
order of the House. 
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Mr. SHAYS. Right. Do we have that 

order available so that we could see 
what that order is? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
order on July 17 was accompanied by a 

. list of amendments in a prescribed 
order. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I believe 
it has the gentleman from California 
(Mr. ROHRABACHER), which is unani
mous consent No. 16 to be followed by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL), 
which is unanimous consent No. 17, 
again with the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. PAUL), unanimous consent No. 18. 
That is what I had down as the order. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair understood that the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. SALMON) was offer
ing Amendment No. 14. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
sorry. The gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. SALMON) is next. I am sorry. I 
thought that amendment had been 
withdrawn. Okay. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. SALMON) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as. I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, Air Force One and re
lated aircraft have a noble history. 
These special aircraft were first put 
into service for President Franklin D. 
Roosevelt in 1944. 

In 1961, the designation Air Force 
One was first used on behalf of Presi
dent John F. Kennedy. President Lyn
don Johnson took the oath of office on 
Air Force One in 1963. 

Air Force One also provides all presi
dents with the security and the com
munications equipment they would 
need in case of an international crisis, 
a noble history now sullied. 

President Clinton and Vice President 
GORE created a new use for Air Force 
One and Air Force Two, taxpayer-fund
ed boondoggles for fat-cat contributors 
and toys for special interests. 

According to the Boston Globe, 
President Clinton flew aboard Air 
Force One with 56 major contributors 
during 1996 and 1997, often with govern
ment picking up the tab. Donors who 
gave $5,000 or raised at least $25,000 for 
the Clinton-Gore campaign accom
panied Clinton aboard the presidential 
aircraft. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment is 
very straightforward. It requires the 
President to make available via the 
Internet the name of any nongovern
ment person who is a passenger on an 
aircraft designated as Air Force One or 
Air Force Two no later than 30 days 
after that person is a passenger. 

An exception is made if there are na
tional security concerns. In .such cases, 
the President shall submit to the 
chairman and ranking member of the 
Permanent Select Committee on Intel
ligence of the House and Select Com
mittee on Intelligence of the Senate 
the name of the person and the jus-

tification for not making the name 
available through the Internet. 

It is time the American people, our 
constituents, know which special inter
ests are flying on taxpayer-funded air
craft. I urge my colleagues to support 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MEEHAN) rising in opposition to the 
amendment? 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
rising in opposition. I would like to re
serve the time in opposition. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN) for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, just by way of expla
nation, what is the intent of the 
amendment? Because perhaps we can 
wor~ out an agreement on it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen
tleman from Arizona. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, the in
tent of the amendment is simply dis
closure. It is not just for this adminis
tration, for any administration in the 
future. I have a concern that there are 
possibly people who are contributors to 
either of the parties or to candidates 
who may be rewarded by flying on Air 
Force One. 

I am simply wanting to make sure 
that any nongovernmental person that 
flies aboard Air Force One or Air Force 
Two, those are the two specified in the 
amendment, would be disclosed via the 
Internet so that we would have full dis
closure of who those people might be. 

If there is a national security con
cern which would preclude them from 
disclosing that information, then that 
would be granted. That would waive 
them from that requirement. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Reclaiming my time, 
right now the names of the people who 
fly on Air Force One would be of public 
record; is that correct? 

Mr. SALMON. According to my un
derstanding, not necessarily so, and 
not necessarily in a timely manner. I 
am asking that, through my amend
ment, that it be done within 30 days, 
just like we do in our campaigns. When 
we get contributions from special in
terests, we have to publish that infor
mation and fully disclose it to the pub
lic. I am simply asking that the White 
House live by the same standards when 
it comes to possible perks for contribu
tors. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Reclaiming my time, 
what specifically would be the provi
sions with regard to something that 
was in the national security interest 
not to disclose a name? 

Mr. SALMON. That would be deter
mined by members on the Committee 
on National Security. As I mentioned, 
they would be required to submit in 

writing to the chairman of the com
mittee, the Permanent Select Com
mittee on Intelligence, and the ranking 
member. If they concur there is a na.,. 
tional security reason for not dis
closing that information, then it is not 
disclosed. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Reclaiming my time, 
the Pentagon would not be able to 
make those determinations, or the 
State Department would not be able to 
make those determinations? 

Mr. SALMON. I am sure that they 
would work in tandem with those 
members. If they feel that there . is a 
valid concern, absolutely, their input 
would be, I am sure, paramount, as it 
always is. If they feel that there is a 
literal reason that national security 
might be compromised by disclosing 
those names, that would be a compel
ling reason enough to not have to dis
close that information, and that is in
cluded in the amendment. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, we 
would accept the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman from Arizona yield to me? 

Mr. SALMON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to agree that this is an amend
ment that we can accept, and I apolo
gize to the gentleman. I thought he had 
withdrawn it, but I think this amend
ment does no harm to the bill. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
both gentlemen. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
SALMON) to the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute offered by the gen
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS). 

The amendment to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute was agreed 
to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROHRABACHER TO 

THE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUB
STITUTE NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 

I offer an amendment to the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment to 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The text of the amendment to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute is as follows: · 

Amendment offered by Mr. ROHRABACHER 
to the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute No. 13 offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

Add at the end of title V the following new 
section (and conform the table of contents 
accordingly): 
SEC. 510. PARTIAL REMOVAL OF LIMITATIONS ON 

CONTRIBUTIONS TO CANDIDATES 
WHOSE OPPONENTS USE LARGE 
AMOUNTS OF PERSONAL FUNDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 315 of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a) 
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ls amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(i)(l) If a candidate for Federal office 
makes contributions or expenditures from 
the personal funds of the candidate totaling 
more than $1,000 with respect to an election, 
the candidate shall so notify the Commission 
and each other candidate in the election. The 
notification shall be made in writing within 
48 hours after the contribution or expendi
ture involved.is made. 

"(2) In any case described in paragraph (1), 
any person who is otherwise permitted under 
this Act to make contributions to such other 
candidate may make contributions in excess 
of any otherwise applicable limitation on 
such contributions, to the extent that the 
total of such excess contributions accepted 
by such other candidate does not exceed the 
total of contributions or expenditures from 
personal funds referred to in paragraph (1).". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re
spect to elections occurring after January 
1999. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the order of the House of Friday, 
July 17, 1998, the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER) and a Mem
ber opposed, the gentleman from Con
necticut (Mr. SHAYS) each will control 
5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California (Mr. ROHRABACHER). 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, today I rise to intro
duce a nonpartisan amendment that 
will level the campaign playing field. 
Currently, the campaign playing field 
is heavily weighted to the advantage of 
wealthy Americans. By lifting the 
$1,000 limit a candidate may raise when 
a candidate is being faced with a 
wealthy opponent, this cap will be 
raised, which will make it possible to 
match the amount his or her wealthy 
opponent contributes to his or her own 
campaign. 

In other words, and I know this 
sounds a little complicated, if my 
amendment passes, if my wealthy com
petitor writes a $1 million check to his 
or her own campaign, I will no longer 
be faced with the impossible task of 
raising the same amount of money that 
my opponent has donated to his or her 
campaign in $1,000 increments. Instead, 
the cap will be lifted so that it is pos
sible for me to match the amount that 
my own opponent has spent on his or 
her own campaign. 

As current campaign law stands, 
wealthy candidates can spend an un
limited amount of their own money, 
while their unfortunate opponents are 
stuck with raising small amounts of 
money in order to match that amount 
that their wealthy opponent has con
tributed to their own campaign. This 
has given the weal thy a tremendous 
advantage over their opponents. 

It is the most glaring inequity of our 
current campaign finance system, and 
it has resulted in a spectacle that no 
one would have predicted. It is the un
intended consequence of limiting con
tributions to po1itical campaigns. 

Instead of opening up our elections to 
the American people, today politics is 
becoming the arena of the rich, rich 
candidates who have nonwealthy oppo
nents at a tremendous disadvantage. 
The rich pour resources into their own 
campaigns. This means most of us are 
in a position of getting steamrolled by 
a wealthy opponent. 

So I urge my colleagues to level the 
campaign playing field and to update 
our campaign finance laws and give 
nonwealthy Americans a chance to be 
elected to Congress. Rather than hav
ing to worry and have the parties out 
always recruiting wealthy people, let 
us level this field so that if someone is 
wealthy and pumps $1 million into 
their campaign, a nonwealthy oppo
nent can raise an equal amount to have 
an equal race. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi
tion to this amendment which was, 
frankly, one of my amendments. I do 
think that Congress needs to deal with 
how we respond to those who have un
limited weal th, and one way is to do it 
the way the gentleman from California 
(Mr. ROHRABACHER) has suggested. 

Unfortunately, his amendment, an 
amendment that I offered on another 
bill, would kill the coalition that exists 
for passing bipartisan reform. 

Let me explain to my colleagues that 
the Meehan-Shays bill does three basic 
things. It bans soft money, the unlim
ited sums from individuals, corpora
tions, labor unions, and other interest 
groups that go to the political parties 
and then get rerouted right back down 
to individual candidates. 

It secondly calls the sham issue ads 
what they truly are, campaign ads, 
which means we cannot use corporate 
money or dues money from labor 60 
days from an election. It means that 
we have to report our expenditures. 

The third thing we do is we have FEC 
enforcement, Federal Election Com
mission enforcement, and disclosure by 
way of electronic means in the Inter
net. 

This amendment seeks to do some
thing beyond the scope of our basic 
bill. I will also say that our basic bill 
includes the commission bill, the com
mission bill brought forward on a bi
partisan basis. We would suggest that 
the very issue that the gentleman is 
presenting to this Congress should be 
dealt with by the commission. 

We have 37 amendments, if no more 
are withdrawn before we deal with the 
Meehan-Shays substitute and deal with 
the various amendments. Sixteen are 
poison pills, seven are "no" votes in 
our view, four are leaning "no", seven 
are neutral, three are "yes". 

The bottom line to the amendment of 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
ROHRABACHER), he is one of the 16 poi-

son pill amendments that will kill our 
coalition. On that basis, I have to en
courage defeat of it. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

D 1800 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 

how much time is remaining? 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

SHIMKUS). The gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER) has 21/2 min
utes remaining; the gentleman from 
Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) has 3 minutes. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

I hope everyone is listening very 
closely to this argument. Supposedly, 
this will kill the whole purpose of this 
bill. That is a lot of baloney. If we are 
talking about campaign finance reform 
and we are going to leave the whole 
campaign arena to rich people, what 
good~thatreform? 

In fact, without my amendment, the 
good work of the· gentleman from Con
necticut (Mr. SHAYS) is going to do 
nothing but further give very wealthy 
Americans the leverage to take control 
of the political process in America. So 
what is all this reform about if we are 
not going to handle that problem? 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts (Mr. MEEHAN). 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
problem with this amendment is we are 
trying to find a way to reduce the in
fluence of money in American politics; 
we are not trying to find a way to 
allow hundreds of thousands of dollars 
of additional money into the process. 

This amendment would potentially 
create a huge loophole through which 
wealthy individuals could funnel hun
dreds of thousands of dollars in con
tributions to a single candidate 
through the hard money system. The 
reason why the Shays-Meehan bill bans 
soft money is to put an end to the no
tion of these enormous contributions 
from private individuals. 

This amendment would provide a new 
way for special interests to influence 
the legislative process. That is why I 
would urge my colleagues to oppose 
this amendment. Even when we have a 
wealthy candidate putting his or her 
own money into it, that is an excuse 
for a private individual to then begin 
to funnel hundreds of thousands of dol
lars into a campaign. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Obviously, if we just listen very 
closely to what is being said here, 
these gentlemen . are trying to cut off 
other avenues for ordinary Americans 
to raise money for their campaigns, 
leaving the political arena in the con
trol of such wealthy Americans that 
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every Member of this body who is not 
rich shudders at the thought of having 
a wealthy candidate in their district 
step forward and pump so much money 
in that he or she will be eliminated 
just because they just cannot raise the 
money in small increments. 

The Shays-Meehan supposed reform 
is making this problem worse , and by 
not accepting this amendment, I am 
afraid that they are disclosing them
selves at just how effective they think 
their own bill is going to be 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time remains for both individ
uals? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
SHAYS) has 2 minutes remaining; the 
gentleman from California (Mr. RoHR
ABACHER) has P/2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from 
Michigan (Ms. RIVERS), our distin
guished colleague. 

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, there is 
a very interesting debate going on 
here, because the arguments are being 
put forward as if there is currently a 
provision within the system that al
lows for an offset of one individual, if a 
wealthy individual runs against them. 

The law is very clear right now that 
if someone chooses to fund their cam
paign on their own dollars, they are al
lowed · to do that, and a candidate who 
is running against them can raise 
money through a variety of ways to do 
it. They are not limited in how much 
money they can raise. 

Nothing in Shays-Meehan limits the 
ability of people to raise money. So the 
argument that Shays-Meehan has to be 
amended to deal with a problem cre
ated by that proposal is ludicrous. It 
leaves the system exactly as it is now. 
Someone who is using their own money 
is free to use as much of that wealth as 
they would like to. Individuals who 
rely on contributions can raise as 
much as they wish, but this is not nec
essary. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Of course, anyone listening to this 
debate must wonder what bill we are 
really discussing after listening to that 
last statement. 

The purpose of this bill, as we have 
heard from the authors of this bill, is 
to reduce the avenues of money coming 
into political campaigns. Let us re
strict it. 

What I am saying is that today, with 
an unintended consequence of similar 
legislation in the past, we have given a 
tremendous advantage to rich people. 
Both of our parties are going out en
listing very weal thy Americans, rich 
people, in order to run for office, and 
more and more millionaires are coming 
here , because we are restricting the 

avenues in which ordinary Americans 
can raise money for political cam
paigns. My amendment would correct 
that unintended consequence of this 
legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

With the 1 minute I have remaining, 
I would just like to acknowledge the 
fact that the amendment that our col
league wants to offer is offering an 
amendment that would allow unlimited 
contributions from an individual; he 
can raise $1 million from one indi
vidual. This is contrary to the reform 
measure that we are bringing forward. 

We ban soft money that goes to the 
political parties, the unlimited sums 
from individuals, corporations, labor 
unions and other interest groups. We 
call the sham issue ads what they truly 
are, campaign ads, and we have FEC 
disclosure and enforcement. We are 
against allowing unlimited sums from 
individuals, and that is why we oppose 
this, and that is why it would break 
apart the coalition that exists between 
Republicans and Democrats to pass 
this bill. 

This amendment is offered in good 
faith by my colleague, but the bottom 
line is, it will kill Meehan-Shays. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

First and foremost, this does not per
mit unlimited contributions, the gen
tleman is absolutely wrong, and I hope 
people are paying attention to the de
bate. The unlimited contributions that 
we are setting is the limit which a 
wealthy person puts into his or her own 
campaign. That is stated very clearly. 
There is a limit. Why should we permit 
wealthy Americans to buy these seats 
because we have not giv:en a fair 
chance for nonwealthy Americans to 
have a shot at the election process? 

This is not fair, and that is what we 
are trying to do. I thought that is what 
this bill was all about. I guess it is not. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time do I have left? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman has 15 seconds remaining. 

Mr. SHAYS . . Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The bottom line is if a wealthy per
son spends $1 million under my col
league 's proposal, he could raise $1 mil
lion from another wealthy individual. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from California (Mr. RoHR
ABACHER) has 15 seconds remaining. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself the balance of my time. 

Obviously we would like to be fair to 
all Americans, and that is not what 
this bill is all about, if we prevent non-

weal thy Americans from raising the 
funds they need to deter these attacks 
on weal thy citizens trying to steal 
these elections for themselves. 

Let us make sure we open up the sys
tem, make sure there is more money 
available to all candidates, not just to 
the rich. · 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All 
time having expired, the question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR
ABACHER) to the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute No. 13 offered by 
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
SHAYS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 442, further 
proceedings on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from California (Mr. 
ROHRABACHER) to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute No. 13 of
fered by the gentleman from Con
necticut (Mr. SHAYS) will be postponed. 

It is now in order to consider the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. PAUL). 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PAUL TO THE 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 
Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment to 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The text of the amendment to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute is as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. PAUL to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute No. 
13 offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

Add at the end the following new title: 
TITLE _ -BALLOT ACCESS RIGHTS 

SEC. _ 01. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress makes the fol
lowing findings: 

(1) Voting participation in the United 
States is lower than in any other advanced 
industrialized democracy. · 

(2) The rights of eligible citizens to seek 
election to office, vote for candidates of 
their choice and associate for the purpose of 
taking part in elections, including the right 
to create and develop new political parties, 
are fundamental in a democracy. The rights 
of citizens to participate in the election 
process, provided in and derived from the 
first and fourteenth amendments to the Con
stitution, have consistently been promoted 
and protected by the Federal Government. 
These rights include the right to cast an ef
fective vote and the right to associate for 
the advancement of political beliefs, which 
includes the " constitutional right ... to cre:
ate and develop new political parties." Nor
man v. Reed, 502 U.S. 279, 112 S.Ct. 699 (1992). 
It is the duty of the Federal Government to 
see that these rights are not impaired in 
elections for Federal office. 
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(3) Certain restrictions on access to the 

ballot impair the ability of citizens to exer
cise these rights and have a direct and dam
aging effect on citizens' participation in the 
electoral process. 

(4) Many States unduly restrict access to 
the ballot by nonmajor party candidates and 
nonmajor political parties by means of such 
devices as excessive petition signature re
quirements, insufficient petitioning periods, 
unconstitutionally early petition filing dead
lines, petition signature distribution cri
teria, and limitations on eligibility to cir
culate and sign petitions. 

(5) Many States require political parties to 
poll an unduly high number of votes or to 
register an unduly high number of voters as 
a precondition for remaining on the ballot. 

(6) In 1983, the Supreme Court ruled uncon
stitutional an Ohio law requiring a nonmajor 
party candidate for President to qualify for 
the general election ballot earlier than 
major party candidates. This Supreme Court 
decision, Anderson v. Celebrezze, 460 U.S. 780 
(1983) has been followed by many lower 
courts in challenges by nonmajor parties and 
candidates to early petition filing deadlines. 
See, e.g., Stoddard v. Quinn, 593 F. Supp. 300 
(D.Me. 1984); Cripps v. Seneca County Board 
of Elections, 629 F. Supp. 1335 (N.D.Oh. 1985); 
Libertarian Party of Nevada v. Swackhamer, 
638 F. Supp. 565 (D. Nev. 1986); Cromer v. 
State of South Carolina, 917 F.2d 819 (4th Cir. 
1990); New Alliance Party of Alabama v. 
Hand, 933 F. 2d 1568 (11th Cir. 1991). 

(7) In 1996, 34 States required nonmajor 
party candidates for President to qualify for 
the ballot before the second major party na
tional convention (Arizona, California, Colo
rado, Connecticut, Delaware, District of Co
lumbia, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, 
Iowa, Kansas, Maine, Maryland, Massachu
setts, Michigan, Missouri, Montana, Nevada, 
New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, 
North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsyl
vania, South Carolina, South Dakota, Ten
nessee, Texas, Virginia, Washington, West 
Virginia, and Wyoming). Twenty-six of these 
States required nonmajor party candidates 
to qualify before the first major party na
tional convention (Arizona, California, Colo
rado, Connecticut Florida, Georgia, Illinois, 
Indiana, Kansas, Maine, Maryland, Massa
chusetts, Michigan, Missouri, Montana, Ne
vada, New Hampshire, New Jersey, North 
Carolina, Oklahoma,· Pennsylvania, South 
Carolina, South Dakota, Texas, Washington, 
and West Virginia). 

(8) Under present law, in 1996, nonmajor 
party candidates for President were required 
to obtain at least 701,089 petition signatures 
to be listed on the ballots of all 50 States and 
the District of Columbia-28 times more sig
natures than the 25,500 required of Demo
cratic Party candidates and 13 times more 
signatures than the 54,250 required of Repub
lican Party candidates. To be listed on the 
ballot in all 50 States and the District of Co
lumbia with a party label, nonmajor party 
candidates for President were required to ob
tain approximately 651,475 petition signa
tures and 89,186 registrants. Thirty-two of 
the 41 States that hold Presidential pri
maries required no signatures of major party 
candidates for President (Arkansas, Cali
fornia, Colorado, Connecticu~. Florida, Geor
gia, Idaho, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, 
Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Min
nesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Nebraska, New 
Hampshire, New Mexico, North Carolina, 
North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, Rhode Is
land, South Carolina, South Dakota, Ten
nessee, Texas, Virginia, Washington, West 
Virginia, Wisconsin). Only three States re-

quired no signatures of nonmajor party can
didat_es for President (Arkansas, Colorado, 
and Louisiana; Colorado and Louisiana, how
ever, required a $500 filing fee). 

(9) Under present law, the number of peti
tion signatures required by the States to list 
a major party candidate for Senate on the 
ballot in 1996 ranged from zero to 15,000. The 
number of petition signatures required to 
list a nonmajor party candidate for Senate 
ranged from zero to 196,788. Thirty-one 
States required no signatures of major party 
candidates for Senate (Alabama, Alaska, Ar
kansas, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, 
Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Kansas, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Min
nesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Ne
braska, Nevada, New Hampshire, North Caro
lina, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, 
South Carolina, Texas, Utah, Washington, 
West Virginia, Wyoming). Only one State re
quired no signatures of nonmajor party can
didates for Senate, provided they were will
ing to be listed on the ballot without a party 
label (Louisiana, although a $600 filing fee 
was required, and to run with a party label, 
a candidate was required to register 111,121 
voters into his or her party). 

(10) Under present law, the number of peti
tion ·signatures required by the States to list 
a major party candidate for Congress on the 
ballot in 1996 ranged from zero to 2,000. The 
number of petition signatures required to 
list a nonmajor party candidate for Congress 
ranged from zero to 13,653. Thirty-one States 
required no signatures of major party can
didates for Congress (Alabama, Alaska, Ar
kansas, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, 
Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Kansas, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Maryland, Minnesota, Mis
sissippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Ne
vada, New Hampshire, North Carolina, North 
Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Carolina, 
Texas, Utah, Washington, West Virginia, Wy
oming). Only one State required no signa
tures of nonmajor party candidates for Con
gress, provided they are willing to be listed 
on the ballot without a party label (Lou
isiana, although a $600 filing fee was re
quired). 

(11) Under present law, in 1996, eight States 
required additional signatures to list a 
nonmajor party candidate for President on 
the ballot with a party label (Alabama, Ari
zona, Idaho, Kansas, Nebraska, North Da
kota, Ohio, Tennessee). Thirteen States re
quired additional signatures to list a 
nonmajor party candidate for Senate or Con
gress on the ballot with a party label (Ala
bama, Arizona, Arkansas, California, Idaho, 
Hawaii, Kansas, Louisiana, North Dakota, 
Nebraska, Ohio, Oregon, Tennessee). Two of 
these States (Ohio and Tennessee) required 
5,000 signatures and 25 signatures, respec
tively, to list a nonmajor party candidate for 
President or Senate on the ballot in 1996, but 
required 33,463 signatures and 37,179 signa
tures, respectively, to list the candidate on 
the ballot with her or his party label. One 
State (California) required a nonmajor party 
to have 89,006 registrants in order to have its 
candidate for President listed on the ballot 
with a party label. 

(12) Under present law, in 1996 one State 
(California) required nonmajor party can
didates for President or Senate to obtain 
147,238 signatures in 105 days, but required 
major party candidates for Senate to obtain 
only 65 signatures in 105 days, and required 
no signatures of major party candidates for 
President. Another State (Texas) ·required 
nonmajor party candidates for President or 
Senate to obtain 43,963 signatures in 75 days, 
and required no signatures of major party 
candidates for President or Senate. 

(13) Under present law, in 1996, seven 
States required nonmajor party candidates 
for President or Senate to collect a certain 
number or percentage of their petition signa
tures in each congressional district or in a 
specified number of congressional districts 
(Michigan, Missouri, Nebraska, New Hamp
shire, New York, North Carolina, Virginia). 
Only three of these States impose a like re
quirement on major party candidates for 
President or Senate (Michigan, New York, 
Virginia). 

(14) Under present law, in 1996, 20 States re
stricted the circulation of petitions for 
nonmajor party candidates to residents of 
those States (California, Colorado, Con
necticut, District of Columbia, Idaho, Illi
nois, Kansas, Michigan, Missouri, Nebraska, 
Nevada, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Penn
sylvania, South Dakota, Texas, Virginia, 
West Virginia, Wisconsin). Two States re
stricted the circulation of petitions for 
nonmajor party candidates to the county or 
congressional district where the circulator 
lives (Kansas and Virginia). 

(15) Under present law, in 1996, three States 
prohibited people who voted in a primary 
election from signing petitions for nonmajor 
party candidates (Nebraska, New York, 
Texas, West Virginia). Twelve States re
stricted the signing of petitions to people 
who indicate intent to support or vote for 
the candidate or party (California, Delaware, 
Hawaii, Illinois, Indiana, Maryland, New Jer
sey, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Or
egon, Utah). Five of these 12 States required 
no petitions of major party candidates (Dela
ware, Maryland, North Carolina, Oregon, 
Utah), and only one of the six remaining 
States·restricted the signing of petitions for 
major party candidates to people who indi
cate intent to support or vote for the can
didate or party (New Jersey). 

(16) In two States (Louisiana and Mary
land), no nonmajor party candidate for Sen
ate has qualified for the ballot since those 
States' ballot access laws have been in ef
fect. 

(17) In two States (Georgia and Louisiana), 
no nonmajor party candidate for the United 
States House of Representatives has quali
fied for the ballot since those States' ballot 
access laws have been in effect. 

(18) Restrictions on the ability of citizens 
to exercise the rights identified in this sub
section have disproportionately impaired 
participation in the electoral process by var
ious groups, including racial minorities. 

(19) The establishment of fair and uniform 
national standards for access to the ballot in 
elections for Federal office would remove 
barriers to the participation of citizens in 
the electoral process and thereby facilitate 
such participation and maximize the rights 
identified in this subsection. 

(20) The Congress has authority, under the 
provisions of the Constitution of the United 
States in sections 4 and 8 of article I, section 
1 of article II, article VI, the thirteenth, 
fourteenth, and fifteenth amendments, and 
other provisions of the Constitution of the 
United States, to protect and promote the 
exercise of the rights identified in this sub
section. 

(b) PURPOSES.-The purposes of this title 
are-

( 1) to establish fair and uniform standards 
regulating access to the ballot by eligible 
citizens who desire to seek election to Fed
eral office and political parties, bodies, and 
groups which desire to take part in elections 
for Federal office; and 

(2) to maximize the participation of eligi
ble citizens in elections for Federal office. 
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SEC. 02. BALLOT ACCESS RIGHTS. 

(a)IN GENERAL.-An individual shall have 
the right to be placed as a candidate on, and 
to have such individual's political party, 
body, or group affiliation in connection with 
such candidacy placed on, a ballot or similar 
voting materials to be used in a Federal elec
tion, if-

(1) such individual presents a petition stat
ing in substance that its signers desire such 
individual's name and political party, body 
or group affiliation, if any, to be placed on 
the ballot or other similar voting materials 
to be used in the Federal election with re
spect to which such rights are to be exer
cised; 

(2) with respect to a Federal election for 
the office of President, Vice President, or 
Senator, such petition has a number of sig
natures of persons qualified to vote for such 
office equal to one-tenth of one percent of 
the number of persons who voted in the most 
recent previous Federal election for such of
fice in the State, or 1,000 signatures, :which
ever is greater; 

(3) with respect to a Federal election for 
the office of Representative in, or Delegate 
or Resident Commissioner to, the Congress, 
such petition has a number of signatures of 
persons qualified to vote for such office 

Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and any 
other territory or possession of the United 
States; 

(3) the term "individual" means an indi
vidual who has the qualifications required by 
law of a person who holds the office for 
which such individual seeks to be a can
didate; 

(4) the term "petition" includes a petition 
which conforms to section 02(a)(l) and 
upon which signers' addresses and/or printed 
names are required to be placed; 

(5) the term "signer" means a person 
whose signature appears on a petition and 
who can be identified as a person qualified to 
vote for an individual for whom the petition 
is circulated, and includes a person who re
quests another to sign a petition on his or 
her behalf at the time when, and at the place 
where, the request is made; 

(6) the term "signature" includes the in
complete name of a signer, the name of a 
signer containing abbreviations such as first 
or middle initial, and the name of a signer 
preceded or followed by titles such as "Mr.", 
"Ms.", "Dr.'', "Jr.", or "ill"; and 

(7) the term "address" means the address 
which a signer uses for purposes of registra
tion and voting. 

equal to one-half of one percent of the num- (Participation by presidential candidates in 
ber of persons who voted in the most recent debates with candidates with broad-based 
previous Federal election for such office, or, support) 
if there was no previous Federal election for The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
such office, 1,000 signatures; 

(4) with respect to a Federal election the ant to the order of the House of Friday, 
date of which was fixed 345 or more days in July 17, 1998, the gentleman from Texas 
advance, such petition was circulated during (Mr. PAUL) is recognized for 5 minutes 
a period beginning on the 345th day and end- in support of his amendment. 
ing on the 75th day before the date of the POINT OF ORDER 
election; and Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, point of 

(5) with respect to a Federal election the order. 
date of which was fixed less than 345 days in 
advance, such petition was circulated during THE CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
a period established by the State holding the will state it. 
election, or, if no such period was estab- Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I believe 
lished, during a period beginning on the day this is a perfecting amendment, it is 
after the date the election was scheduled and not in the nature of a substitute, and 
ending on the tenth day before the date of that has been cleared in the Committee 
the election, provided, however, that the on Rules. 
number of signatures required under para- The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
graph (2) or (3) shall be reduced by 1Ano for 
each day less than 270 in such period. Clerk designated it as an amendment 

(b) SPECIAL RuLE.-An individual shall to the amendment in the nature of a 
have the right to be placed as a candidate on, substitute. 
and to have such individual's political party, Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, both 
body, or group affiliation in connection with amendments that I have should be per
such candidacy placed on, a ballot or similar fecting amendments, and if permis
voting materials to be used in a Federal elec- sible, I ask unanimous consent that 
tion, without having to satisfy any require- they both be accepted as such. 
ment relating to a petition under subsection 
(a), if that or another individual, as a can- The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is an 
didate of that political party, body, or group, amendment to the amendment in the 
received one percent of the votes cast in the nature of a substitute. The gentleman 
most recent general Federal election for is amending the Shays-Meehan amend
President or Senator in the State. ment in the nature of a substitute as 

(c) SAVINGS PROVISION.-Subsections (a) permitted by the rules. 
and (b) shall not apply with respect to any Mr. PAUL. I thank the Chair for the 
State that provides by law for greater ballot clarification. 
access rights than the ballot access rights 
provided for under such subsections. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such 
SEC. _ 03. RULEMAKING. time as I may consume. 

The Attorney General shall make rules to Mr. Chairman, my amendment is 
carry out this title. very simple. It is an amendment that 
SEC. _ 04. GENERAL DEFINITIONS. deals with equity and fairness, so I 

As used in this title- would expect essentially no opposition 
(1) the term "Federal election" means a to this. 

general or special election for the office of- It simply lowers and standardizes the 
(A) President or Vice President; signature requirements and the time 
(B) Senator; or 
(C) Representative in, or Delegate or Resi- . required to get signatures to get a Fed-

dent Commissioner to, the congress; eral candidate on the ballot. There are 
(2) the term "State" means a State of the very many unfair rules and regulations 

United States, the District of Columbia, the by the States that make it virtually 

impossible for many candidates to get 
on the ballot. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to make 4 
points about the amendment. First, it 
is constitutional to do this. Article I, 
section 4, explicitly authorizes the U.S. 
Congress to, "At any time by law make 
or alter such regulations regarding the 
manner of holding elections." This is 
the authority that was used for the 
Voters Rights Act of 1965. 

The second point I would like to 
make is an issue of fairness. Because of 
the excess petition requirements put 
on by so many States and the short pe
riod of time required, many individuals 
are excluded from the ballot, and for 
this reason, this should be corrected. 
There are some States, take, for in
stance, Georgia, wrote a law in 1943. 
There has not been one minor party 
candidate on the ballot since 1943, be
cause it cannot meet the requirements. 
This is unfair. This amendment would 
correct this. 

Number 3, the third point. In con
trast to some who would criticize an 
amendment like this by saying that 
there would be overcrowding on the 
ballot, there have been statistical stud
ies made of States where the number of 
requirements, of signature require
ments are very low, and the time very 
generous. Instead of overcrowding, 
they have an average of 3.3 candidates 
per ballot. 

Now, this is very important also be
cause it increases interest and in-

. creases turnout. Today, turnout has 
gone down every year in the last 20 or 
30 years, there has been a steady de
cline in interest. This amendment 
would increase the interest and in
crease the turnout. 

The fourth point that I would like to 
make is that the setup and the situa
tion we have now is so unfair, many 
are concerned about how money is in
fluencing the elections. But in this 
case, rules and regulations are affect
ing minor candidates by pushing up the 
cost of the election, where they cannot 
afford the money to even get on the 
ballot, so it is very unfair in a negative 
sense that the major parties penalize 
any challengers. And the correction 
would come here by equalizing this, 
making it more fair,. and I would ex
pect, I think, just everybody to agree 
that this is an amendment of fairness 
and equity and should be accepted. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I re
quest the time in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
BOEHLERT). 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment, but 
the real purpose is to focus my re
marks on the need for the Shays-Mee
han substitute rather than the spe
cifics of this particular amendment, 
which are not the real issue. 
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The reason we need Shays-Meehan is 
quite simple and quite ·stark. The legit
imacy of the American political proc
ess is being undermined. 

I do not use these words lightly or as 
a mere rhetorical flourish. We can try 
to convince ourselves that all is well, 
salving ourselves with polls showing 
the approval for Congress is relatively 
high. Ironically, some argue that all is 
well because. money is flowing into our 
campaign covers. This is like saying 
that a cancer patient is in better shape 
than someone without cancer, because 
that person might have more cells. 

But in any event, a closer look tells 
a less rosy story. Polls show that many 
Americans do not know the first thing 
about Congress, the names of their rep
resentatives, which party is in control, 
and so forth. Discussions with average 
Americans uncover a deep cynicism 
about the political process; and looking 
at what in other circumstances we call 
the only poll that truly counts, Ameri
cans are simply abandoning the elec
tion booth. 

D 1815 
Turnout is at an alltime low. Alien

ation from the political system is at an 
historical high. There could be no 
greater danger in a democracy. We are 
in the midst of a silent crisis. 

Campaign finance reform does not 
rank high as a concern in polls simply 
because no one believes we can truly do 
it. They believe we are hapless and 
that the situation is hopeless, so they 
just continue to turn away. This is as 
corrosive a disease for the body politic 
as can be imagined. It is no less serious 
because the symptoms do not appear 
fully until it is too late to fashion a 
cure. So I congratulate the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) and the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MEEHAN) for designing a cure while 
there is still time. 

Some people have said that the side 
effects of this cure are so severe that 
we should just let the disease take its 
course, but that is simply wrong. The 
cure is as mild as sunshine, ensuring 
that everyone can see who is spending 
money to influence the political sys
tem. Shays-Meehan is, quite literally, 
the very least we can do. 

Let us look at some of the concerns 
opponents of this bill raise. They say 
that, like previous efforts at reform, it 
has many loopholes and unintended 
consequences. Yet, their solution is to 
have no system at all; in short, to get 
rid of individual loopholes by having a 
regime that is one giant void. That 
hardly seems like a positive alter
native. 

Opponents also raise the specter of a 
system overrun by Federal bureau
crats, their favored bugaboo, but this is 
really another way of saying that they 
do not want any limits on the flow of 
money into the political system. 

Mr. Chairman, George Bernard Shaw 
once said, "A society's morals are like 

its teeth; the more decayed they are, 
the more it hurts to touch them. " It is 
no accident that it hurts so much to 
discuss our political morality. It is 
time to correct it at its roots. I urge 
my colleagues to vote down this 
amendment and to support the Shays
Meehan substitute. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

My amendment, once again, lowers 
and standardizes the required signa
tures to get Federal candidates on the 
ballot. There is a great deal of inequity 
among the States, and it works against 
the minor candidates and prevents 
many from even participating in the 
process. 

For this reason, many individuals 
have lost interest in politics. They are 
disinterested, and every year it seems 
that the turnout goes down. This year 
is no exception. Forty-two percent of 
the American people do not align 
themselves with a political party. 
Twenty-nine percent, approximately, 
align themselves with Republicans and 
Democrats. Yet, the rules and the laws 
are written by the major patty for the 
sole purpose of making it very expen
sive and very difficult, and sometimes 
impossible, to get on the ballot. 

If we had more competition and more 
openness, we would get more people 
out to vote. It would not clutter the 
ballot, it would not have overcrowding, 
but it would allow discourse, and it 
would be beneficial to the process. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, my problem with this 
amendment is that it would prohibit 
States from erecting excessive ballot 
access barriers to candidates for Fed
eral office. It would set ballot petition 
signature limits for the President, the 
Vice President, United States Senate, 
and House candidates. In addition, it 
would set ballot petition time limita
tions. 

Protections are important, but indi
vidual States should be allowed to con
trol their campaign laws. Assuring 
there are no undue barriers to prevent 
individuals from running for Federal 
office is imperative to keeping our po
litical process fair , but I am concerned 
with the Federal Government imposing 
limitations on the States for how they 
govern ballot access. 

This deals with an important set of 
issues, and should be dealt with not 
solely with this amendment, but rath
er, should be fully debated in the House 
after the Shays-Meehan substitute has 
passed. 

One of the things that the Shays
Meehan bill does is to provide for an 
opportunity for debate and discussion 
through the Commission. This is an 
issue that I think there should be hear
ings on, I think we should have a dia
logue about. But I just do not think 

that an amendment to the Shays-Mee
han bill is the appropriate place to deal 
with this issue. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

The gentleman suggests we should 
leave this to the States. I quoted and 
cited the constitutional authority for 
this. It is explicit. We have the author
ity to do this. There are many, many 
unfair laws. 

Dealing with the President, for in
stance, the minor candidates, on aver
age, to get on the ballot, are required 
to get 701,000 signatures. A major can
didate gets less than 50,000. To get on 
an average Senate seat ballot, 196,000 
signatures are required for the Senate, 
15,000 for the major candidates. In the 
House, on the average for the minor 
candidate, it is more than 13,000, where 
it is 2,000 for a major candidate. 

There is something distinctly unfair 
about this. This is un-American. We 
have the authority to do it. This is the 
precise time to do it. We are dealing 
with campaign reform, and they are 
forcing these minor candidates to 
spend unbelievable amounts of money. 
They are being excluded. They are 42 
percent of the people in this country. 
They are the majority, when we divide 
the electorate up. They deserve rep
resentation, too. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. PAUL) to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute No. 13 offered by 
Mr. SHAYS: 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant House 
Resolution 442, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) will be 
postponed. 

It is now in order to consider the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. PAUL). 
AMENDMEN'l' OFFERED BY MR. PAUL TO AMEND

MENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE NO. 13 
OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment to the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute. 

The text of the amendment to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute is as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. PAUL to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute No. 
13 offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

Add at the end the following new title: 
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TITLE -DEBATE REQUIREMENTS FOR 

PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES 
SEC. ---01. REQUIREMENT THAT CANDIDATES 

WHO RECEIVE CAMPAIGN FINANC· 
ING FROM THE PRESIDENTIAL ELEC
TION CAMPAIGN FUND AGREE NOT 
TO PARTICIPATE IN MULTI· 
CANDIDATE FORUMS THAT EX· 
CLUDE CANDIDATES WITII BROAD· 
BASED PUBLIC SUPPORT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-In addition to the re
quirements under subtitle H of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986, in order to be eligible 
to receive payments from the Presidential 
Election Campaign Fund, a candidate shall 
agree in writing not to appear in any multi
candidate forum with respect to the election 
involved unless the following individuals are 
invited to participate in the multicandidate 
forum: 

(1) Each other eligible candidate under 
such subtitle. 

(2) Each individual who is qualified in at 
least 40 States for the ballot for the office in
volved. 

(b) ENFORCEMENT.-If the Federal Election 
Commission determines that a candidate

(!) has received payments from the Presi
dential Election Campaign Fund; and 

(2) has violated the agreement referred to 
in subsection (a); the candidate shall pay to 
the Treasury an amount equal to the amount 
of the payments so made. 

(C) DEFINITION.-As used in this title, the 
term "multicandidate forum," means a 
meeting-

(1) consisting of a moderated reciprocal 
discussion of issues among candidates for the 
same office; and 

(2) to which any other person has access in 
person or through an electronic medium. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of Friday, July 17, 
1998, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
PAUL) and a Member opposed each will 
control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. PAUL). 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is 
very simple. The major candidates re
ceive a lot, a million dollars, to run 
their campaigns. Then they have na
tional debates, and then they can pur
posely exclude other candidates. I am 
not talking about 10 or 20 or 30 very 
minor candidates, I am talking about 
candidates who spend weeks, months, 
years, hundreds of thousands of dollars, 
just to get on the ballot. Some will not 
~.ven take the money, but some qualify 
to be on 40 and 50 ballots, and they are 
purposely excluded. 

This amendment does not dictate to 
those who hold debates, but it would 
require that those major party can
didates who take the taxpayers' 
money, they take it with the agree
ment that anybody else who qualifies 
for taxpayers' funding, campaign funds, 
or gets on 40 ballots, would be allowed 
in the debate. 

I cannot think of anything that could 
boost the interest in the debates more. 
Fewer and fewer people are watching 
debates. There was the lowest turnout, 
the lowest listening audience to the de
bates in the last-go around. It was the 
lowest since we have had these debates 
on television. 

Forty-two percent of the people 
turned out and were interested in the 
debates prior to the election in 1992, 
and we had a major candidate, Ross 
Perot. Of course, the only reason he 
was able to achieve a significant 
amount of attention was because he 
happened to be a billionaire. That is 
not fair. In 1996, they did a poll right 
before the election to find out who was 
paying attention. We were getting 
ready to pick the President of the 
United States. It dropped to 24 percent. 

If we want people to be ci vie-minded, 
interested in what we are doing, feeling 
like they have something to say about 
their government, we ought to allow 
them in. We should not exclude this 42 
percent that have been excluded. I 
think opening up the debates in this 
way would only be fair and proper. It 
would be the American way to do it. I 
strongly urge my colleagues to support 
this fair-minded amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to take the 5 min
utes in opposition to this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Massachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes in opposition. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. FARR), 
who has been a leader in our efforts to 
find a way to pass real campaign fi
nance reform. 

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for yield
ing time to me. The gentleman is doing 
a wonderful job on his bill, along with 
his colleague, the gentleman from Con
necticut (Mr. SHAYS). 

Mr. Chairman, I rise on this amend
ment in deep concern and in opposition 
to the amendment. I think the sin
cerity of the author is true, but I think 
this is the wrong place. This whole bill 
is about congressional campaign fi
nance reform. It is how we regulate the 
money that controls our elections, to 
get elected to this House. It is not 
about presidential elections. 

There might be a great debate about 
how to do that, but as the gentleman 
knows, the presidential election proc
ess is controlled by each of the 50 
States. We have no national primary in 
the United States. I think there is 
room for that kind of debate, whether 
we ought to move in that direction, 
whether the process for qualifying for a 
ballot ought to be more uniform, as the 
gentleman suggests. 

But to take the gentleman's ideas 
about presidential debates and move 
them into this bill is, I think, the 
wrong way to go; the wrong place, the 
wrong time, and frankly, the wrong 
issue. So I strongly oppose this amend-

ment. I think the gentleman is going 
to try to confuse what the underlying 
bill is all about. 

We have to keep that in focus. We 
have to keep it limited to that issue. 
We cannot build the coalition that we 
need to build if we try to put every
thing in this bill, and make it a Christ
mas tree on all of the ills about lack of 
voting in America, lack of enough de
bate for those who wish to run for 
President of the United States from 
minor parties. 

With all due respect for the gentle
man's sincerity; I strongly oppose this 
amendment, and recommend that all 
my colleagues oppose the amendment, 
because it is probably technically ger
mane, but it is not politically germane 
to what we are trying to accomplish. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

It is always interesting that when we 
have an appropriate amendment that 
seems to catch the attention of the 
Members, that it is probably not the 
appropriate time to bring it up, and 
that we should hold hearings and do it 
some other day. 

We have been spending months, and I 
believe both sides of the aisle have 
been very sincere in their efforts to 
clarify and to improve our election 
process. I think this would be a tre
mendous benefit to the congressional 
candidates as well, because there would 
be more interest. People are not even 
listening to the debates. If they are not 
even willing to listen to the presi
dential debates, how can they get in
terested in Senate races and in House 
races? 

The rating of the debates in 1996 was 
the lowest in 36 years. The Vice-Presi
dential debate, we cannot even get peo
ple to listen to the Vice-Presidential 
debates. It had dropped off 50 percent 
from 1992. In 1992, there was more in
terest. It is because we happened to 
have a billionaire interested, and he 
was able to stimulate some people in 
some debates. 

All I am asking for is for us to en
dorse the notion, and we have the au
thority, the money comes from con
gressional appropriations. We have 
written these laws. These are election 
laws. We have this authority. We have 
the authority under the Constitution 
and we have the authority under our 
laws to do this. 

So I would strongly suggest if Mem
bers are fair-minded and think they 
would like more interest, or if they 
want to continue the way we are going 
now, we are going to have less and less 
people interested. People are really 
tired of it. The American people do not 
understand this debate, but they do un
derstand they would like to have some
body speak up for them. 

Forty-two percent of the people have 
been essentially disenfranchised, and 
they are important. Hopefully they are 
important enough to go to the polls 
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and let us know about it. But they 
have been disenfranchised because they 
have lost interest. They have been 
pushed around, either with ballot ac
cess rules and regulations, or not being 
allowed to appear. 

This does not mean those candidates 
more on the right would happen to be 
in the debate, or more on the left. It 
would open it up. This is fair-minded, 
it is proper, it is a good place to do it. 
It is a chance to vote on it, and I ask 
for support on this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I will not use all of 
my time, but in conclusion, essentially 
what this does is, a presidential can
didate who receives taxpayer-funded 
matching funds from participating in 
debates, they will not be able to par
ticipate in any debates to which equal
ly qualifying candidates for funds 
would have participated in. 

I agree that there should be more 
open and free debate, but I am also 
concerned that the bill might have the 
opposite effect. It might actually stifle 
debate, if a candidate who takes 
matching funds cannot participate in 
the debate. 

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, it seems 
to me that the Commission on Presi
dential Debates was established in 1987 
to ensure debates are a permanent part 
of every general election. 

D 1830 
It handles the rules of who partici

pates and how the presidential debates 
will take place. I am concerned with 
the fact that if this amendment were 
to pass, Congress would essentially be 
setting the rules for who can and who 
cannot participate in presidential de
bates. I believe that that decision 
should remain with the independent 
commission. 

Certainly, this is an item that in an
other forum that we could discuss, 
have hearings on, and I think that 
would be in our interest. But in any 
event, I feel, Mr. Chairman, that we 
should vote "no" on this amendment 
and take it up at another point in 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Delaware (Mr. CASTLE). 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I agree 
with the gentleman from Massachu
setts (Mr. MEEHAN) on this. And in a 
way I have a lot of sympathy for the 
amendment, because I am one who 
feels that everyone should have a right 
to participate in these debates and op
portunities. 

But, Mr. Chairman, there are times 
in almost any election, particularly at 
the presidential level, in which we need 
to focus on the candidates who are 
going to be the major candidates who 
the majority of people by far in this 
country are going to vote on. 

I think it should be up to the inde
pendent commission to make that deci
sion so that they can formulate it, 
come forward with it , and make abso
lutely sure that everyone in this coun
try who is going to be voting for the 
most important person in the United 
States has the opportunity to focus on 
how well those individuals know the 
issues, can handle themselves and deal 
with one another. So, I rise with some 
reluctance in opposition to this, but I 
do feel it should be opposed. 

In addition, I would just like to take 
this moment to thank the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN) and 
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
SHAYS) for the extraordinary work 
which they have done on this piece of 
legislation. It really has been an excep
tional effort by them, and I think that 
they deserve all the credit we can pos
sibly give them. 

Indeed, at some later point perhaps 
an amendment like this should be con
sidered, but I think in the context of 
this particular bill, and with the lan
guage which is in this amendment, we 
should rise in opposition to it and I 
wouid encourage us all to oppose it. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
SHIMKUS). All time having expired, the 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
PAUL) to the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute No. 13 offered by the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
SHAYS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, further proceeding on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. PAUL) to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute No. 13 of
fered by the gentleman from Con
necticut (Mr. SHAYS) will be postponed. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is 
now in order to consider the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DELAY). 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that amendments 
Nos. 27 and 28 offered by me be with
drawn, and my amendments Nos. 25 and 
26 be considered one after another, im
mediately after amendment No. 19, and 
the text of amendment No. 85 as sub
mitted to the desk today be sub
stituted for amendment No. 29. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair cannot 
entertain the third element of the gen
tleman's request. 

Is there objection? 
Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, reserving 

the right to object. I first did not un
derstand what the Chair cannot enter
tain. 

The CHAIRMAN. The request had 
three parts. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
respectfully request that we have an 
understanding. We are eager to try to 
comply with the distinguished gen
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), the 
majority whip, and also to welcome 
him back into the Chamber, because he 
has had some very difficult things to 
deal with with the death of our two 
colleagues who guard this place. But I 
would like to take each of those items 
so we can see what does not remain. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHAYS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I appre
ciate the gentleman's questions. What 
I am attempting to do is to group three 
amendments together. The first 
amendment would deal with what we 
call issue alerts, or what I call issue 
alerts. The second amendment deals 
with background music. And the third 
amendment deals with coordination. 

And in order to do that, in my unani
mous-consent request I am with
drawing completely amendments Nos. 
27 and 28. Then I am taking Nos. 25 and 
26 and moving them up to this point in 
time. Mr. Chairman, amendments 25 
and 26 are the background music and 
the coordination amendment. 

I am taking the text of an amend
ment way down below, No. 85 as point
ed out in the rules, and submitting 
that language and substituting that 
language for amendment No. 29, which 
was my limit express advocacy commu
nications. 

So, I would take out the limit advo
cacy communications amendment com
pletely and substitute the amendment 
that deals with issue alerts, if that 
makes any sense. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, what is 
No. 85? 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. MEEHAN. We would need to 
know--

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
suspend. The Cammi ttee of the Whole 
cannot entertain a request to change 
the form of one of the amendments. 

Mr. SHAYS. Then should there be 
two unanimous consent motions? 

The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman 
would offer amendment 19, maybe the 
staff--

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, if I could 
withdraw my unanimous consent re
quest and make a new one. That would 
be that I would ask unanimous consent 
that amendments 27 and 28 be with
drawn completely, and 25 and 26 be con
sidered one after another immediately 
after amendment 19. 

To save confusion, I will go on to 
amendment 19 and we will work it out 
with the Parliamentarian. 
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DELAY TO THE 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 
Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substiute .. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment to the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. DELAY to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute No. 
13 offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

Add at the end of section 301(20) of the Fed
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971, as added 
by section 201(b) of the substitute, the fol
lowing: 

(C) Exception for legislative alerts: The 
term "express advocacy" does not include 
any communication which-

(i) deals solely with an issue or legislation 
which is or may be the subject of a vote in 
the Senate or House of Representatives; and 

(11) encourages an individual to contact an 
elected representative in Congress in order 
to exercise the right protected under the 
first amendment of the Constitution to in
form the representative of the individual's 
views on such issue or legislation. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of Friday, July 17, 
1998, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY), and the gentleman from Con
necticut (Mr. SHAYS) each will control 
20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. DELAY). 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I apologize for con
fusing the Committee. Mr. Chairman, I 
am offering this amendment in order to 
ensure issue-oriented citizens groups 
their first amendment right to urge 
like-minded citizens to contact their 
elected representatives about upcom
ing votes in Congress. 

The Shays-Meehan substitute, in my 
opinion, would restrict communica
tions that express viewpoints to incum
bent lawmakers during the period of 
time that this House could be in ses
sion. Now, these communications are 
intended to encourage like-minded citi
zens to express themselves regarding 
upcoming votes on the floor of the 
House. My amendment makes a dis
tinction between communications that 
address upcoming votes and commu
nications that endorse candidates for 
elections, two very real differences. 

Due to the time limit, I will con
centrate on just one of these restric
tions. Under section 201 of Shays-Mee
han, if a group sends out a communica
tion at any time of the year, this would 
include flyers or newspaper ads or any 
other printed communications, that ex
plain that Congressman Doe, for in
stance, voted incorrectly on a given 
issue the last time it came up and the 
same issue is coming up, say, again the 
next week. And if voters are interested 
in Congressman Doe reconsidering his 
vote, they should give him a call. 

Under the onerous provisions of 
Shays-Meehan, Congressman Doe 

would regard this as an attack on him 
and, therefore, an example of imper
missible express advocacy. Congress
man Doe's reason would lie in section 
201 of the bill which states a given 
communication is express advocacy if 
it contains words that can have no rea
sonable meaning other than to advo
cate support or defeat, or if it contains 
words that express unmistakable and 
unambiguous opposition. These are the 
words in the bill. 

Now, maybe the citizens' groups' 
words are like, "Do you know that 
Congresswoman Smith has voted time 
and again in favor of brutal partial
birth abortion procedures and has re
peatedly described partial-birth abor
tion as a godsend?" 

Maybe the words are, and I quote, 
"Congressman Jones voted to strip 
women of their constitutional right to 
choose and call it a great stride for 
mankind,'' closed quote. 

It does not matter what the issue is. 
It does not matter what side of the 
issue a group is on. These groups have 
a right, a constitutionally protected 
right, to inform like-minded constitu
ents to contact their representative, to 
let their representative know how his 
constituents may feel. 

Simply put, issue-oriented citizens' 
groups have a first amendment right to 
express their opinions. These citizens 
deserve an unfettered, unobstructed 
right, not only to be informed of polit
ical issues but also to enjoy freedom of 
political speech. 

I think that section 201 of Shays
Meehan prohibits any citizen group, 
other than, say, a Federal PAC, from 
even mentioning the name of a Member 
of Congress in a broadcast communica
tion for 60 days before a primary elec
tion and again for 60 days before a gen
eral election, easily the most critical 
periods in the American electoral proc
ess. These are the times during which 
citizens are frantically seeking to in
form and educate themselves as to 
what candidates stand for and against, 
and this provision undermines and sub
verts the entire electoral process. 

So my amendment, I think, is a nec
essary measure to protect and secure 
free speech and the integrity of our 
electoral process and allow citizens' 
groups to participate in the legislative 
process. So I ask support for my 
amendment and support for freedom of 
speech. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
31/2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN). 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is once again an effort to 
really undermine and cancel out the 
so-called issue ads and all of the ex
press advocacy and issue advocacy pro
visions in this bill. 

If you look at the language of the 
amendment of the gentleman from 

Texas (Mr. DELAY), you see that there 
is an exception, an entire exception, to 
the issue advocacy provisions in case of 
any communication which deals solely 
with an issue or legislation which is or 
may be subject to a vote in the Senate 
or House of Representatives. 

It does not say when. It could be next 
year. It could be 3 years from now. It 
could be anything. It encourages an in
dividual to contact an elected rep
resentative in Congress in order to ex
ercise the right protected under the 
first amendment. 

So that once again opens the door to 
these so-called issue ads that attack a 
candidate in a clear campaign manner 
and does not say ''defeats so and so,'' 
but says, after attacking him, after 
vilifying him or her, after making it 
clear that that person should be de
feated, does not use the term "defeat" 
but says, contact so and so. 

So, the amendment of the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) goes far be
yond this instance of where we may be 
in session and where perhaps a group is 
truly not trying to campaign against 
that person but get a message to that 
person or to his or her constituents 
about something that is immediately 
pending. 

Also I would urge that the protec
tions we have in here are more than 
adequate to take care of the problem 
that the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY) says he is trying to address. 
This is the effort of the gentleman 
from California (Mr. DOOLITTLE), all 
over again to ta·ke out of Shays-Mee
han the issue advocacy provisions that 
attempt to get at ads that proclaim or 
parade as noncampaign ads but are 
truly nothing but that. 

0 1845 
There would be no other reasonable 

interpretation. So this is bigger than 
driving a Mack truck through Shays
Meehan. This is one of these amend
ments that has a huge truck with a lot 
of poison pills in them which will sink 
Shays-Meehan. I think it is bad policy 
in and of itself. It goes way beyond its 
pretended purpose. 

The momentum is now on the side of 
campaign finance reform. We should 
defeat amendments, the purpose of 
which is to throw a huge barrier in 
front of our reaching the promised 
land. We can reach it. There are some 
in this body who want to destroy it by 
any means. This is one such instance. 
We do not have to be worried about 
freedom of speech, in our judgment. We 
have carefully drafted this. 

Defeat the DeLay amendment. 
Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 

minutes to the gentleman from Mis
souri (Mr. BLUNT). 

Mr. BLUNT. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me the time. 

If I heard the previous speaker cor
rectly, and Shays-Meehan already al
lows this in all probability, why do we 
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not just be specific about it? This real
ly just says that you can contact, you 
can encourage others to contact a 
Member of the House or a Member of 
the Senate during this 60-day blockout 
period, if in fact there is an issue be
fore the Congress or likely to come be
fore the Congress, and encourage that 
they be contacted on how they would 
vote. When we come back in Sep
tember, everything we deal with would 
be in that 60-day period, where it is ar
guable whether you could contact, 
whether you could encourage the con
tact of a Member of Congress. 

I think it is probably not arguable 
that you could call a Member of Con
gress and say, we would like you to do 
this. It is probably not arguable that 
you could write your own letter. But 
Shays-Meehan appears to say that you 
cannot encourage others to do that. 

We have got appropriations bills that 
will be coming, that we will send to the 
Senate, others that will be coming 
back in conference from the Senate. 
Are we saying that no group could send 
out a postcard that says, contact your 
Member of Congress about this issue 
that is coming up next week or a spe
cific Member of Congress and mention 
their name? Are we saying that nobody 
could send out a postcard and say, last 
time this issue came up, this Member 
of Congress voted yes, contact them 
and encourage them to vote no on the 
bill that is coming up this week? 

I think really this gets down to the 
very fundamental point of issues before 
the Congress at a time, if the gen
tleman from Michigan is correct and it 
is in there, what does it hurt to make 
it even more specific? 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLUNT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. My point is not that the 
DeLay amendment is in there. The way 
it is drafted, it refers to all of these 
sham ads, whenever they are produced, 
whether 60 days in advance or not. If 
you read section C, it applies to sub
section A and B and all the provisions 
therein. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman would help me here for a 
minute, figure this out, if you cannot 
mention the name of a Member of Con
gress on anything you pay for, includ
ing a postcard, within 60 days of the 
election, how do you alert others who 
feel the same way you do about an 
issue to contact a given Congressman 
who may be, a given Member of Con
gress who may be thinking about 
which way they want to vote on that 
issue? 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will continue to yield, first of 
all, again, I urge that anyone who is 
thinking of supporting this amendment 
read it. It applies to all of the provi
sions on express advocacy, whenever an 
ad would be launched, whether it is 60 

days, 90 days, 120 days or whatever. It 
destroys the entire issue advocacy pro
visions. That is number one. 

Mr. BLUNT. Reclaiming my time, 
the amendment says that this deals 
solely with an issue or legislation 
which is or may be the subject of a 
vote in the Senate or House of Rep
resentatives. 

Mr. LEVIN. But, if the gentleman 
will continue to yield, that could be 120 
days before, it could be any time and 
something that is subject to a vote 
that could be a year away. So I just 
urge that the gentleman read the 
amendment. 

Number two, in relation to the 60-day 
provision, that only relates to paid ad
vertisements transmitted through 
radio or television 60 days preceding an 
election. And if it is a notification 
through paid media that is truly not an 
effort to influence a vote but influence 
an election, then it should come under 
the same rules and regulations as all 
other methods of communication relat
ing to elections and candidates. 

Mr. BLUNT. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, I would just say that if 
we begin to say that we cannot, with a 
radio ad or some other communication, 
some instant communication, try to 
encourage that specific Members of the 
Congress be contacted, we are a long 
way down, I think, the wrong road. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL). 

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Chairman, if we 
are going to maintain the express advo
cacy standard championed by the 
Shays-Meehan legislation, and we need 
to do that, we cannot go halfway on 
this. The distinguished whip, the dis
tinguished leader from the other side, 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) 
knows that quite well. This is a com
plex issue. Folks listening and watch
ing are trying to still figure out what 
is the difference between soft and hard 
money, maybe like some Members. But 
there is a very, very severe distinction 
here. 

We are not saying in Shays-Meehan 
that the candidate or dollars cannot be 
spent on behalf of the candidate by 
other groups. What we are saying is it 
must be hard money or else. it is wrong 
and it is banned. The whole purpose of 
this legislation is to ban soft money. 
We know how that has grown. We are 
talking about two political parties that 
have raised $67 million between them 
in the first 3 months of this year. 

So we can really boil this down into 
two very basic things. There are those 
of us on both sides of the aisle who be
lieve there is too much money in poli
tics, too much money in our cam
paigns. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PASCRELL. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, could the 
gentleman tell me how much money is 

enough money in politics? Could the 
gentleman tell me how much money is 
enough? The gentleman said there is 
too much money in it. How much 
money is enough? 

Mr. PASCRELL. If the average, Mr. 
Chairman, if the average campaign 
costs $660,000, we know that we cannot 
put a cap on it due to a Supreme Court 
decision, but working together I am 
sure we can come to specific advocacy 
issues of ourselves, such as banning 
soft money. Because if you have $10 to 
spend in your campaign and not 
$660,000, and third-party advocacy 
groups can spend whatever they wish, 
that is not controlling expenditures in 
a campaign. The gentleman knows it, 
and I know it. 

So I believe this Shays-Meehan is 
simply attempting to ban soft money 
so that all of the hard money that is 
spent is disclosed. That is a critical 
issue, Mr. Chairman. 

We want the dollars, we want the 
names and the addresses of people who 
contributed to our campaigns. That is 
a very underlying argument within 
Shays-Meehan, disclosure, the banning 
of soft money. And the sooner we do it, 
the better. 

I think that this is what this is all 
about, what we are going to open up 
here, and trying to go in the opposite 
direction. What we are going to open 
up is more advocacy, more issue advo
cacy, more spending of money, not 
only 6 months or 6 weeks but 6 days be
fore a campaign. 

I believe Shays-Meehan is on target. 
I believe we cannot equivocate. This 
amendment is a poison pill. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Ken
tucky (Mr. WHITFIELD). 

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, the 
discussion that we are having right 
now goes to the very crux of this entire 
issue of campaign finance reform. 
Those who have been advocating re
form talk about special interest 
money. One thing is pretty clear, spe
cial interest money is the money of 
any group you do not agree with. 

Second of all, too much money, no 
one has been able to define what is too 
much money. Third of all, sham ads. 
What is a sham ad? It is an ad that you 
do not like. Then fourth of all, disclo
sure. 

Now, I find it ironic that I am up 
here this evening speaking in favor of 
the majority whip's amendment to 
allow groups to take out ads in the 
newspaper or radio or whatever to ex
press their concern about issues before 
the Congress; and you all want to stop 
that, in essence. 

Yet a group called Public Campaign 
ran ads in every newspaper in my dis
trict 2 days ago saying that ED 
WHITFIELD does not think politicians 
are hooked on special interest money 
so he wants to triple the dose. 

Now, I did not like this. It made me 
feel bad to read this, every newspaper 
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in my district, but I think this group 
has a constitutional right to run this 
ad if they want to run it. 

But in your definition of express ad
vocacy, you expand it so far that you 
are going to eliminate and curtail the 
rights of groups like Public Campaign 
to talk about these issues. 

In fact, the third way you expand ex
press advocacy, it says, express advo
cacy is expresi:;ing unmistakable and 
unambiguous support for or opposition 
to one or more clearly identified can
didates when taken as a whole and 
with limited reference to external 
events such as proximity to an elec
tion. 

This ad meets that definition. And 
under the Shays-Meehan, this ad would 
be illegal. So here I am, up here defend
ing the right of this third party, inde
pendent group to run these ads, and all 
that the majority whip's amendment 
does is to be sure that they have a 
right to do that. 

I might further say that the third 
way you expand the definition of ex
press advocacy, the Supreme Court al
ready, in a case FEC versus Maine 
Right to Life, has declared that spe
cific language, not approximate lan
guage, but specific language unconsti
tutional. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

First off, we do not ban anything. 
This is just totally a misstatement. 
The issue is whether it is an issue ad or 
a campaign ad. The issue is whether 
you come under campaign rules or do 
not come under campaign rules. 

First and foremost, Mr. Chairman, 
we ban soft money. I do not think that 
there is any amendment to try to deal 
with that, so that is off the table. 

The issue is dealing with sham issue 
ads that are truly campaign ads. It is 
not that they do not have a right to do 
it, but they are campaign ads and 
should come under the campaign rules. 
Organizations and labor unions and 
other interest groups have tried to get 
around the campaign laws by simply 
pretending that they are issue ads, by 
not saying vote for or vote against, but 
mentioning the name of the candidate 
and showing a picture. We have the 
bright line test expanded by the name 
of the picture or the name of the can
didate. That is for radio and TV. 

D 1900 
This is not radio or TV. This does not 

ban it based on the issue of 60 days be
fore an election. 
Now~ there is the issue of unambig

uous and unmistakable support for or 
opposition to a clearly identified Fed
eral candidate can run at any time. 
Telling an individual that he should 
vote for something or vote against to 
me does not meet that test at all. It 
does not meet the unambiguous and 
unmistakable test that would affect 
this paper. 

So the bottom line is radio and TV, 
yes. Name or the picture of the can
didate 60 days to an election, that is 
right. We are trying to get at these 
campaign ads so people do not get 
around disclosure of them and are not 
able to use corporate and dues money. 
That is the purpose of it. 

The bottom line to the gentleman's 
amendment is it is an exemption that 
totally swallows the rule. He basically 
abolishes by this amendment any at
tempt to deal with the whole issue of 
not dealing with the recognition of 
sham issue ads. It basically allows for 
this loophole because all you have to 
do is say, "Contact your representa
tive," and then two days before the 
election you can then say, "Contact 
your representative and say whatever 
you want," which is the reason why I 
have objection to it. 

Mr. WffiTFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHAYS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. WffiTFIELD. I would just say to 
the gentleman that I think he has con
firmed my concern and his third meth
od of expanding express advocacy can 
be by newspaper, radio, television or 
whatever. Reasonable minds can dis
agree about what is unmistakable and 
what is unambiguous, and that is the 
reason that the court has adopted a 
bright line test. Your expansion of ex
press advocacy is going to end up right 
back in the courts. 

Mr. SHAYS. The bright line test is 
emphatically what we do have, and the 
name or the picture of the candidate 
has been what is expanded to it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from Michigan (Ms. 
RIVERS). 

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, the pre
vious speaker said that this issue goes 
to the crux of what this bill is about 
and it does. 

A couple of weeks ago I very face
tiously read a little poem by Dr. Seuss 
or in a Dr. Seuss like manner and I said 
that what this bill was about was about 
calling what waddles and quacks a 
duck, and that is what this bill is 
about. It is about ending the ability of 
some individuals and some groups to do 
an end run around the laws that we 
have in place for electing candidates. 

This seems like a very innocent pro
posal. But frankly to pass it would 
allow some very pernicious political 
behavior to continue. This proposal in
cludes a huge loophole, and the gen
tleman from Michigan did mention this 
to some extent. But I want to be very 
clear. The provision that the majority 
whip proposes would include not just 
issues that are scheduled to come up in 
front of a legislative body but issues 
that might or may be scheduled in the 
future. This is a huge issue. This means 
that any issue, any issue that conceiv
ably could be put in front of a legisla
tive body should fall within this par
ticular exemption. 

A couple of weeks ago when I spoke 
on issue advocacy, I read from the New 
York Times and other newspapers the 
express script of a campaign ad, really 
a whole series of campaign ads that ran 
in Staten Island. But they had similar 
gists to them. They went like this. Be
cause one of the candidates was a mem
ber of the New York legislature, the 
ads ran talking about the number of 
times that that legislator had raised 
taxes, a number of things that he had 
done as a State legislator, they fin- . 
ished up by saying, even though there 
was no vote scheduled in the New York 
legislature on taxes, "Call Representa
tive A and tell him to stop raising your 
taxes.'' 

Would that fit within the exemption 
that the majority whip is proposing? 
Absolutely. Are we dealing with an ex
press attempt to influence the election 
or defeat of a particular candidate? 
Yes. Are we talking about a legislative 
issue that just might at some time be 
in front of the legislative body that 
this individual belongs to? Yes. But 
this is the sort of behavior we are try
ing to stop. We are trying to make the 
rules clear and we are trying to make 
sure that everyone follows them. If you 
are attempting to elect or defeat a can
didate, there are clear laws with which 
you must comply. What the majority 
whip tries to do is to blur those rules 
and to continue to provide an end run 
opportunity for those people who do 
not wish to follow the laws. 

Please do not accept this. Let us do 
what I said a couple of weeks ago. Let 
us make sure that we call what wad
dles and quacks a duck. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 
This is exposing Shays-Meehan for 
what it is. The opposition to my 
amendment is trying to confuse the 
Members. In one section of 202, they do 
talk about 60 days before an election. 
But in other sections in 202, they talk 
about other parts of the year. And 60 
days it is radio or television commu
nication. But in other parts of the year 
it could be the kind of ad that the gen
tleman from Kentucky was talking 
about. 

My amendment is very, very simple. 
It simply states that an exemption to 
the express advocacy part of their bill 
that deals solely with an issue or legis
lation. I do not understand why the 
proponents of Shays-Meehan are scared 
to death to have ads run against them 
dealing with issues while we are in ses
sion or the next week of the session. 

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DELAY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
there .is one thing that I did want to 
clarify. Obviously if you have an ad 
that is running and under the new defi
nition of express advocacy of Shays
Meehan that ad is included and, as I 
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said, I think it is so broad and so am
biguous and subject to so many inter
pretations, the Supreme Court has al
ready declared part of this language 
unconstitutional. But obviously you 
can run those ads. The gentleman was 
correct. You can run the ads, but the 
group would have to form a PAC, the 
group would have to have an attorney, 
the group would have to file all those 
reports with the FEC and that is pre
cisely the type of chilling effect that 
the Supreme Court has repeatedly said 
you cannot require. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from New 
York (Mrs. MALONEY). 

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from 
Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) and the gen
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MEE
HAN) for their extraordinary commit
ment to this issue and their hard work 
on it for many years. 

Many of the amendments that come 
before us tonight collectively serve 
only one purpose, and, that is, to side
track reform. We have the power to 
change that today by passing and vot
ing for Shays-Meehan, voting down ab
solutely every single amendment. We 
have a commission that is attached to 
it that can review all of these. The 
Shays-Meehan as we have said bans 
soft money and it also prevents the so
called independent groups from run
ning sham issue advocacy ads whose 
true aim is to elect or defeat a par
ticular candidate. This particular 
amendment really would create a sham 
legislative alert. Whether it is a sham 
issue advocacy ad or a sham legislative 
alert, all we are saying is disclose who 
is paying for it. Let the American pub
lic know who is wooing whom and pay 
for it, not with the huge loophole of 
soft money but with hard money. 

I think that all of us have been at
tacked by these so-called independent 
groups in our campaigns. What is very 
troubling, in many cases I believe these 
independent groups are spending more 
money than the candidates themselves. 
But I am all for free speech. We all sup
port free speech. Just let the American 
public know who is paying for it. Is 
that too much to ask? But the real 
point is that we have before us a very 
carefully crafted bill that has what I 
call the fragile flower of consensus. We 
have a majority of Members in this 
Congress that support Shays-Meehan. 
We can pass it and enact it into law. 
We can consider other important 
amendments in the commission bill. 
That is what we should be doing to
night. 

What I find particularly troubling is 
that I suspect that many of the Mem
bers who have offered amendments this 
evening have absolutely no intention 
for voting for Shays-Meehan. Their 
real agenda is to try to destroy it with 
poison pills or with amendments that 
disrupt the balance that we have cre
ated. 

Vote for Shays-Meehan. Vote against 
all amendments. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD). 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time. 
I would like to get back to the original 
intent of the maker of the amendment 
which I think is to preserve the right 
to give legislative alerts. I do not quar
rel with the gentleman's motivation. I 
think the motivation is proper. I do 
think that the bill protects that right, 
because there is clearly a voting record 
or voting guide exception. The term ex
press advocacy does not include printed 
communication that presents informa
tion in an educational manner solely 
about the voting record or positions on 
a campaign issue. I think that the gen
tleman's concern is well covered in the 
bill. 

Let me tell Members the problem I 
think we are trying to solve with this 
legislation. I think the laws of this 
land with regard to campaign finance 
and campaign communication worked 
pretty well until the relatively recent 
number of years. And the intensity of 
the fight across the country for this 
Congress, for this House in particular, 
has been such that it has distorted the 
laws. It troubles me that whenever 
there is a special election in America 
now, we no longer rely upon the people 
of that community to listen to a good 
debate among the candidates, to iden
tify who stands for which issue, par
ticipate in the campaign and they go 
vote. Instead, immediately out rushes 
Planned Parenthood, out rushes the 
Family Research Council, out rushes 
the AFL-CIO, out rushes the business 
organizations, term limits, every orga
nization in America rushes out and 
starts dumping millions and millions 
of dollars into these sham ads which 
are just sham ads. They are sham ads 
not because, as my friend from Ken
tucky said, we do not agree with them, 
because they masquerade as something 
they are not. They masquerade as in
formation when in fact they are the 
most clever and deceptive and non
productive and nonsubstantive attacks 
on character and the record of the can
didates, and they need to be managed 
as free speech does throughout our so
ciety. 

I ask for a negative vote on the 
DeLay amendment. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Maine 
(Mr. ALLEN), a distinguished freshman 
Member of Congress. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Maine 
(Mr. ALLEN). 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment like others is a poison pill. 
It is designed to undermine campaign 
reform. It is designed to change the 
Shays-Meehan bill in a way to reduce 
its support. 
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I simply want to raise a couple of 

things, go back to a couple of things 
that have been said here. This is not 
about denying any group its right to 
speak in American politics. This is not 
about preventing groups from sending 
postcards. It is not about preventing 
people from communicating about 
their representatives. What it is about 
is saying, if yo.u are going to commu
nicate in a way that pretends to be 
about an issue but in fact is meant to 
influence an election, we need to know 
who is paying for the ads. We need to 
get disclosure. That is what this is 
about. 

There are those on the other side who 
preach disclosure, disclosure, disclo
sure as one approach to the abuses of 
this campaign season, except when it 
comes to outside groups running ads. 
And then they say, "Oh, no, we can't 
have disclosure." We need disclosure 
when it comes to issue advocacy. That 
is why I think this is an amendment 
that needs to be defeated. 

The second point I will make is just 
this. It was asked earlier how much 
money is too much money in politics. 
Well, this is not about free speech. It is 
about big money. It is not about pro
tecting the free speech of a con
stituent. It is about preserving big 
money in this system. Too much 
money is unlimited money flowing to 
the national parties to run ads. Too 
much money in politics is unlimited 
money with no disclosure of who it is 
that is spending that money by outside 
groups. 

The Shays-Meehan bill is a good ap
proach to campaign reform. I believe 
there are other approaches. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. BLUNT. I would just like to ask 
the gentleman whom I think is well 
motivated and well intentioned in this 
debate, in your sense of an effort to 
persuade someone on an issue or to en
courage a vote on the issue but you 
said that masquerades as that when it 
is really something else, who decides 
that is I think really my concern. Who 
draws the line between what masquer
ades as an ad or what is really clearly 
encouraging a result on an issue? 

D 1915 

What we do not want to do here is 
shut the door on people's ability to 
rightly influence the legitimate debate 
of the Congress. And who decides where 
that line is? What is the standard? 

Mr. ALLEN. I believe that in this, as 
in many other areas of law, that the 
law, the standard, will be developed. It 
will be developed by the FEC, it will be 
developed by the courts over time until 
we have a fairly clear understanding of 
what that standard is. 

And we do this all the time. We write 
standards into law, and we hope they 
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are clear enough to be effectively en
forced. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the Meehan-Shays 
substitute bans soft money, and then 
what we also do is we recognize that 
the sham issue ads are truly campaign 
ads, and that is the key point. They are 
not sham in the sense that they do not 
have a right to speak, but they are not 
issue ads, they are campaign ads, and 
we call them such. One of our provi
sions is obviously already in existing 
law. Vote for or vote against it; it 
makes it a campaign ad. And people 
get around the sham issue ads by not 
saying vote for or vote against, but 
they might as well based on what they 
say. When they mention the name or 
show a picture of a candidate by radio 
or TV, we call them campaign ads; that 
is true. The fact is, though, that these 
voter alerts, we do not impact the 
voter alerts through that process of the 
picture or the name. 

The bottom line is, this is an amend
ment that is an exemption that truly 
does swallow the rule. It abolishes any 
attempt whatsoever to deal with sham 
issue ads. It is a gigantic loophole that 
is intending to deal with something 
that is not a problem. 

Now my colleague used the word 
"manage." I do not agree it is man
aged. I think it is simply saying play
ing by the same rules. People have a 
right to speak out. They can do their 
legislative alerts. But if they are on 
radio or TV 60 days to an election, it is 
going to be a campaign ad and they 
come under the campaign rules with all 
the voice that is allowed under that 
process. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempo re (Mr. 
SlilMKUS). The time of the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) has ex
pired. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the opponents 
to my amendment are very upset with 
this amendment because this amend
ment may pass, and they are upset 
with this amendment and oppose this 
amendment because it exposes the big
gest part of the Shays-Meehan bill that 
we object to, and that is the part that 
manages free speech. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
used the term we need to "manage" 
free speech. To me, that is an 
oxymoron. We cannot manage free 
speech, particularly in the part of po
litical advocacy and political partici
pation that my amendment addresses. 

My amendment is very simple. It just 
exempts from the section of the bill 
any ads or alerts sent out by groups 
that deal solely with an issue or legis
lation which is or may be subject to a 
.vote in the Senate or the House of Rep
resentatives. Now why would they be 
afraid of issue ads that express opposi
tion for or support for a vote in the 

House of Representatives or the Sen
ate? 

And it also exempts any communica
tion that encourages an individual to 
contact an elected representative in 
Congress in order to exercise the right 
protected under the first amendment of 
the Constitution to inform the rep
resentative of the individual's views on 
such an issue of legislation. 

Now, if we look at some of the oppo
nents and what they have actually 
been saying, I am going to dissect a lit
tle of it. Number one, they confuse the 
whole issue by talking about bigger 
issues, smaller issues, loopholes, sham 
ads. In fact, the gentlewoman from 
New York has turned a new term of art 
in addition to the term of art "sham 
ads" that has been started by the 
Shays-Meehan. Now we have sham 
issue alerts. 

Can my colleagues imagine in this 
country of free speech, free speech 
guaranteed by the Constitution of the 
United States, we are talking about 
sham issue alerts in the House of Rep
resentatives? We want to manage the 
free speech of groups that may want to 
tell the American people how we vote? 
This is what we have been talking 
about all along. The proponents of 
Shays-Meehan are proponents, number 
one, that are incumbents, and they are 
sick and tired of people around Amer
ica revealing, using our communica
tion services in this country to reveal 
how they vote, and so they want to get 
rid of these sham ads. Or they want to 
manage them in such a way as to dis
courage them. 

The gentleman from New Jersey was 
talking about capping spending. The 
gentleman from Maine was talking 
about we need to know who these sub
versive people are that are writing ads 
that may tell the American people how 
we vote. And we need to know who is 
we? Who decides? Is we the big-brother 
government at the Federal Election 
Commission? Of course it is. They want 
big-brother government to manage free 
speech, if we put all the opponents' 
speech together. That is what they 
have been saying here. 

What we are saying is very simple: 
As the gentleman from Connecticut 
has said, we take care of issue alerts in 
our bill. It is no problem. Of course, we 
cannot find it in their bill, but they 
just arbitrarily say we take care of it. 
Well, if they take care of it, why are 
they afraid of my amendment? They 
are afraid of my amendment because 
they are afraid for people to gather to
gether, raise some money, send out an 
ad, do a radio spot that tells the Amer
ican people and District 22 of Texas 
how the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
TOM DELAY) votes. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not afraid of how 
I vote, and I am not afraid to stand up 
and stand toe-to-toe and debate those 
groups that are against the way that I 
vote. That is the American process. 

What Shays-Meehan does in its limita
tion of free speech and its now-manage
ment of free speech is wants to shut 
down organizations' abilities and 
rights to freely express themselves in 
the political process because in their 
bill they say communications, radio 
and TV, that is run 60 days before an 
election, which means when we get 
back from the August recess in Sep
tember, if my colleagues run a radio 
spot that happens to say, "Tom DeLay 
voted to ban partial-birth abortions 
and he is a bad dude for doing it," that 
organization could come under attack 
by the Federal Election Commission, 
and they have no defense to say we are 
just advocating a vote on the floor of 
the House during a pre-election p.eriod. 
But in my amendment that group, 
whether it be Planned Parenthood or 
others, could stand up and say, no, in 
the law it says that we are dealing with 
a vote on the floor of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives. 

It just amazes me every time I debate 
this campaign reform why people want 
to limit people's freedom of speech to 
participate ·in the political process, and 
it all comes back to the same reason: 
They are afraid for the American peo
ple to know what is going on in this 
town, to know what is going on on the 
floor of this House, and they are un
comfortable sometimes by some of the 
ads that groups run, and they want to 
do away with them once and for all. 

So I just ask the Members to look at 
my amendment, digest it, understand 
it and vote for it. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All 
time having expired, the question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute No. 13 offered by the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu"" 
ant to House Resolution 442, further 
proceedings on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY) will be postponed. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that Amendments 
27 and 28 offered by me be withdrawn 
and my amendments 25 and 26 in the 
order of July 17 on H.R. 2183 may be 
considered in the sequence at this 
point and that 26 be modified by the 
form at the desk. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair cannot entertain that request in 
the Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I with
draw the unanimous consent, and I 
have Amendment No. 25 at the desk. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 
the gentleman intend to offer Amend
ment No. 20? 

Mr. DELAY. No, Mr. Chairman. No. 
25, I ask unanimous consent to take 
No. 25 out of order and consider it. 



18256 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 30, 1998 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. That 
being the case, it is now in order to 
consider the amendment by the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PETER
SON). The Cammi ttee of the Whole may 
not entertain a request to consider an 
amendment that deviates from the pre
vious order of the House. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PETERSON OF 

PENNSYLVANIA TO THE AMENDMENT IN THE 
NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MR. 
SHAYS 
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment to 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The text of the amendment to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute is as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. PETERSON of 
Pennsylvania to the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

Add at the end the following new title: 
TITLE -VOTER ELIGIBILITY 

CONFIRMATION PROGRAM 
SEC. 01. VOTER ELIGIBILITY PILOT CON-

- FIRMATION PROGRAM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.- The Attorney General, in 

consultation with the Commissioner of So
cial Security, shall establish a pilot program 
to test a confirmation system through which 
they-

(1) respond to inquiries, made by State and 
local officials (including voting registrars) 
with responsibility for determining an indi
vidual 's qualification to vote in a Federal, 
State, or local election, to verify the citizen
ship of an individual who has submitted a 
voter registration application, and 

(2) maintain such records of the inquiries 
made and verifications provided as may be 
necessary for pilot program evaluation. 
In order to make an inquiry through the 
pilot program with respect to an individual, 
an election official shall provide the name, 
date of birth, and social security account 
number of the individual. 

(b) INITIAL RESPONSE.-The pilot program 
shall provide for a confirmation or a ten
tative honconfirmation of an individual's 
citizenship by the Commissioner of Social 
Security as soon as practicable after an ini
tial inquiry to the Commissioner. 

(C) SECONDARY VERIFICATION PROCESS IN 
CASE OF TENTATIVE NONCONFIRMATION.- In 
cases of tentative nonconfirmation, the At
torney General shall specify, in consultation 
with the Commissioner of Social Security 
and the Commissioner of the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service, an available sec
ondary verification process to confirm the 
validity of information provided and to pro
vide a final confirmation or nonconfirmation 
as soon as practicable after the date of the 
tentative nonconfirmation. 

(d) DESIGN AND OPERATION OF PILOT PRO
GRAM.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-The pilot program shall be 
designed and operated-

(A) to apply in, at a minimum, the States 
of California, New York, Texas, Florida, and 
Illinois; 

(B) to· be used on a voluntary basis, as a 
supplementary information source, by State 
and local election officials for the purpose of 
assessing, through citizenship verification, 
the eligibility of an individual to vote in 
Federal, State, or local elections; 

(C) to respond to an inquiry concerning 
citizenship only in a case where determining 
whether an individual is a citizen is-

(i) necessary for determining whether the 
individual is eligible to vote in an election 
for Federal, State, or local office; and 

(ii) part of a program or activity to protect 
the integrity of the electoral process that is 
uniform, nondiscriminatory, and in compli
ance with the Voting Rights Act of 1965 (42 
U.S.C. 1973 et seq.); 

(D) to maximize its reliability and ease of 
use, consistent with insulating and pro
tecting the privacy and security of the un
derlying information; 

(E) to permit inquiries to be made to the 
pilot program through a toll-free telephone 
line or other toll-free electronic media; 

(F) subject to subparagraph (I), to respond 
to all inquiries made by authorized persons 
and to register all times when the pilot pro
gram is not responding to inquiries because 
of a malfunction; 

(G) with appropriate administrative, tech
nical, and physical safeguards to prevent un
authorized disclosure of personal informa
tion, including violations of the require
ments of section 205(c)(2)(C)(vi1i) of the So
cial Security Act; 

(H) to have reasonable safeguards against 
the pilot program's resulting in unlawful dis
criminatory practices based on national ori
gin or citizenship status, including the selec
tive or unauthorized use of the pilot pro
gram. 

(2) USE OF EMPLOYMENT ELIGIBILITY CON
FIRMATION SYSTEM.-To the extent prac
ticable , in establishing the confirmation sys
tem under this section, the Attorney Gen
eral, in consultation with the Commissioner 
of Social Security, shall use the employment 
eligibility confirmation system established 
under section 404 of the Illegal Immigration 
Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 
1996 (Public Law 104-208; 110 Stat. 3009-664). 

(e) RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE COMMISSIONER 
OF SOCIAL SECURITY .-As part of the pilot 
program, the Commissioner of Social Secu
rity shall establish a reliable, secure method 
which compares the name, date of birth, and 
social security account number provided in 
an inquiry against such information main
tained by the Commissioner, in order to con
firm (or not confirm) the correspondence of 
the name, date of birth, and number provided 
and whether the individual is shown as a cit
izen of the United States on the records 
maintained by the Commissioner (including 
whether such records show that the indi
vidual was born in the United States). The 
Commissioner shall not disclose or release 
social security information (other than such 
confirmation or nonconfirmation). 

(f) RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE COMMISSIONER 
OF THE IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION 
SERVICE.-As part of the pilot program, the 
Commissioner of the Immigration and Natu
ralization Service shall establish a reliable, 
secure method which compares the name and 
date of birth which are provided in an in
quiry against information maintained by the 
Commissioner in order to confirm (or not 
confirm) the validity of the information pro
vided, the correspondence of the name and 
date of birth, and whether the individual is a 
citizen of the United States. 

(g) UPDATING INFORMATION.-The Commis
sioner of Social Security and the Commis
sioner of the Immigration and Naturaliza
tion Service shall update their information 
in a manner that promotes the maximum ac
curacy and shall provide a process for the 
prompt correction of erroneous information, 
including instances in which it is brought to 

their attention in the secondary verification 
process described in subsection (c) or in any 
action by an individual to use the process 
provided under this subsection upon receipt 
of notification from an election official 
under subsection (i). 

(h) LIMITATION ON USE OF THE PILOT PRO
GRAM AND ANY RELATED SYSTEMS.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, nothing in this sec
tion shall be construed to permit or allow 
any department, bureau, or other agency of 
the United States Government to utilize any 
information, data base, or other records as
sembled under this section for any other pur
pose other than as provided for under this 
section. 

(2) NO NATIONAL IDENTIFICATION CARD.
Nothing in this section shall be construed to 
authorize, directly or indirectly, the 
issuance or use of national identification 
cards or the establishment of a national 
identification card. 

(3) No NEW DATA BASES.-Nothing in this 
section shall be construed to authorize , di
rectly or indirectly, the Attorney General 
and the Commissioner of Social Security to 
create any joint computer data base that is 
not in existence on the date of the enact~ 
ment of this Act. 

(i) ACTIONS BY ELECTION OFFICIALS UNABLE 
TO CONFIRM CITIZENSHIP.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-If an election official re
ceives a notice of final nonconfirmation 
under subsection (c) with respect to an indi
vidual, the official-

• (A) shall notify the individual in writing; 
and 

(B) shall inform the individual in writing 
of the individual 's right to use-

(i) the process provided under subsection 
(g) for the prompt correction of erroneous in
formation in the pilot program; or 

(ii) any other process for establishing eligi
bility to vote provided under State or Fed
eral law. 

(2) REGISTRATION APPLICANTS.-In the case 
of an individual who is an applicant for voter 
registration, and who receives a notice from 
an official under paragraph (1), the official 
may (subject to , and in a manner consistent 
with, State law) reject the application (sub
ject to the right to reapply), but only if the 
following conditions have been satisfied: 

(A) The 30-day period beginning on the 
date the notice was mailed or otherwise pro
vided to the individual has elapsed. 

(B) During such 30-day period, the official 
did not receive adequate confirmation of the 
citizenship of the individual from-

(1) a source other than the pilot program 
established under this section; or 

(ii) such pilot program, pursuant to a new 
inquiry to the pilot program made by the of
ficial upon receipt of information (from the 
individual or through any other reliable 
source) that erroneous or incomplete mate
rial information previously in the pilot pro
gram has been updated, supplemented, or 
corrected. 

(3) INELIGIBLE VOTER REMOVAL PROGRAMS.
In the case of an individual who is registered 
to vote , and who receives a notice from an 
official under paragraph (1) in connection 
with a program to remove the names of ineli
gible voters from an official list of eligible 
voters, the · official may (subject to, and in a 
manner consistent with, State law) remove 
the name of the individual from the list (sub
ject to the right to submit another voter reg~ 
istration application), but only if the fol
lowing conditions have been satisfied: 

(A) The 30-day period beginning on the 
date the notice was mailed or otherwise pro
vided to the individual has elapsed. 
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(B) During such 30-day period, the official 

. did not receive adequate confirmation of the 
citizenship of the individual from a source 
described in clause (i) or (11) of paragraph 
(2)(B). 

(j) AUTHORITY TO USE SOCIAL SECURITY AC
COUNT NUMBERS.-Any State (or political 
subdivision thereof) may, for the purpose of 
making inquiries under the pilot program in. 
the administration of any voter registration 
law within its jurisdiction, use the social se
curity account numbers issued by the Com
missioner of Social Security, and may, for 
such purpose, require any individual who is 
or appears to be affected by a voter registra
tion law of such State (or political subdivi
sion thereof) to furnish to such State (or po
litical subdivision thereof) or any agency 
thereof having administrative responsibility 
for such law, the social security account 
number (or numbers, if the individual has 
more than one such number) issued to the in
dividual by the Commissioner. 

(k) TERMINATION AND REPORT.-The pilot 
program shall terminate September 30, 2001. 
The Attorney General and the Commissioner 
of Social Security shall each submit to the 
Committee on the Judiciary and the Com
mittee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representatives and to the Committee on 
the Judiciary and the Committee on Finance 
of the Senate reports on the pilot program 
not later than December 31, 2001. Such re
ports shall-

(1) assess the degree of fraudulent attest
ing of United States citizenship in jurisdic
tions covered by the pilot program; 

(2) assess the appropriate staffing and 
funding levels which would be required for 
full, permanent, and nationwide implemen
tation of the pilot program, including the es
timated total cost for national implementa
tion per individual record; 

(3) include an assessment by the Commis
sioner of Social Security of the advisability 
and ramifications of disclosure of social se
curity account numbers to the extent pro
vided for under the pilot program and upon 
full, permanent, and nationwide implemen
tation of the pilot program; 

( 4) assess the degree to which the records 
maintained by the Commissioner of Social 
Security and the Commissioner of the Immi
gration and Naturalization Service are able 
to be used to reliably determine the citizen
ship of individuals who have submitted voter 
registration applications; 

(5) assess the effectiveness of the pilot pro
gram's safeguards against unlawful discrimi
natory practices; 

(6) include recommendations on whether or 
not the pilot program should be continued or 
modified; and 

(7) include such other information as the 
Attorney General or the Commissioner of 
Social Security may determine to be rel
evant. 
SEC. _ 02. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA· 

TIO NS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Department of Justice, for the Immigra
tion and Naturalization Service, for fiscal 
years beginning on or after October 1, 1998, 
such sums as are necessary to carry out the 
provisions of this title. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the order of the House of Friday, 
July 17, 1998, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania (Mr. PETERSON) and a Member 
opposed each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON). 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. SHAYS. Parliamentary inquiry, 

Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman will state his parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I just 
need to know. We have gone from 
Amendment 19, and now we are going 
to Amendment 21. Does that mean 
Amendment 20 has been dropped? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Texas did not offer 
Amendment 20. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I seek 
to take the time in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. With
out objection, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN) will be 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON). 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment that I 
offer today is an amendment that is a 
pilot program. It would allow the At
torney General, in consultation with 
the Commissioner of Social Security 
and the Immigration and Naturaliza
tion Service, to establish a pilot pro
gram to test a confirmation system 
through which they respond to inquir
ies made by State and local officials, 
including local voting registrars with 
responsibility for determining an indi
vidual's qualification to vote in a Fed
eral or State or local election, to verify 
the citizenship of an individual who 
has submitted a voter registration ap
plication and maintain such record of 
the inquiries made and verifications 
provided as may be necessary for pilot 
program evaluation. 

This is a pilot project that would ex
pire in 2001. It would give State and 
local officials the option, only an op
tion if they want to use it, to verify the 
citizenship of voters using Social Secu
rity and INS records. It is totally vol
untary. It is not a State mandate. It is 
a pilot program to be used in five 
States that already are testing an em
ployee verification program for non
citizens: California, Florida, Illinois, 
New York and Texas. And this expires 
in the year 2001, and then a report 
would be written on how this system 
worked and if it was effective. 

Currently, the law requires citizen
ship to vote. The Federal law requires 
it. All 50 States require it. I guess the 
question is, should we enforce the law? 
Or should we repeal the law and not re
quire citizenship if one does not agree 
with this pilot? Currently, I would ask 
the question: Do we have the ability to 
enforce this law? And the answer is no. 
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Can local election officials currently 

stop the fraud that is far too common? 
Not often enough. So why do we have 

the requirement for citizenship? Elec
tions are the very lifeblood of democ
racy. Fraud in election poisons our 
electorial system and undermines the 
trust that is essential to democracy. 

Under this amendment we are intro
ducing today, State and local election 
officials would be able to make inquir
ies to the Social Security Administra
tion, which has a record of citizenship 
when they assign a Social Security 
number, and to the Immigration Natu
ralization Service which can also help 
verify people who have submitted to 
naturalization and citizenship. This 
would be set up by the Attorney Gen
eral. 

Voting, as I suggested, is the most 
fundamental act of citizenship. The 
people who administer our elections 
ought to have the access to the infor
mation they need to ensure integrity 
at the ballot box. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the remain
der of my time. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. FAZIO). 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in strong opposition to this 
amendment. It is perhaps the most sig
nificant poison pill amendment that 
has been offered to the underlying 
Shays-Meehan reform bill. 

The motor voter law which passed 
this Congress in the early 1990s has 
proven to be a helpful way of bringing 
new people to the political process. If 
there is a need in this country, it is to 
engage people in the public debate, to 
bring them on to the voter rolls and to 
get them to participate. 

People across the country have 
chronicled the decline in voter partici
pation in primary elections and general 
elections. The public interest is not 
served when less than a third of the 
American people take the opportunity 
to participate in the elections that 
keep this representative form of de
mocracy vibrant. 

The motor voter law was established 
with broad bipartisan support so that 
we would remove impediments to be
coming registered voters. By all ac
counts, it is working. In fact, there are 
even those who would argue that it is 
probably working far more to the ben
efit of Members of the other party than 
many anticipated when Republicans 
lead the opposition to this law. 

This amendment would take on 
motor voter by setting up a very dif
ficult and unworkable voter eligibility 
system using Social Security and the 
INS. The amendment would have, I 
think, a chilling effect on the effort to 
bring more people into the political 
process and would, as well, raise seri
ous questions, not only of individual 
privacy, but of administrative work-
ability. · 

All it would take would be a brief 
recollection of the difficulty we had in 
the case of my colleague from Cali
fornia Rep. LORETTA SANCHEZ, at
tempting to get information from the 
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INS in any timely fashion to give Mem
bers an impression that this proposal is 
a recipe for potential disaster. 

There is no need for us at the mo
ment to make any significant change 
in the motor voter law. There has been 
an outpouring of support for it from 
the League of Women Voters and many 
other groups who strive to introduce 
new participants to the American po
litical process. 

There has been no justification of
fered for this amendment. To the de
gree that we have people voting inap
propriately, I know of no reason why 
our district attorneys, our State elec
tion officials, and others responsible at 
the State and local level do not have 
the authority today to step in and 
eliminate whatever minor amount of 
voter fraud may exist. 

So this is really a solution in search 
of a problem. But in real terms, it 
threatens the passage of reform in this 
Congress, which we all know is far 
more important than tinkering with 
the motor voter law that, by all odds, 
has been implemented successfully. 

If we were to take this amendment 
tonight and put it into this bill, we 
would destroy the coalition, the bipar
tisan coalition that is on the verge of 
enacting one of the most significant re
forms in the last 25 years and under the 
guise of doing something to solve a 
problem that I believe no one can at-

. test to in terms of the reality of its ex
istence in any significant way any
where in the country, including my 
home State of California. 

It goes far beyond the scope of cam
paign finance reform. It would override 
innumerable anti-discrimination safe
guards which must remain in the law 
to make sure that all Americans, re
gardless of birth place or appearance, 
ethnicity, race, creed, have equal ac
cess to the voter rolls. 

Mr. Chairman, I am in strong opposi
tion to the Peterson amendment. I 
would hope Members who care about 
the enactment of Shays-Meehan, who 
want to go right at the heart of the di
lemma we face today, and that is that 
voters are opting out of the process be
cause they do not believe that they can 
impact it. They think it is only for 
those with money who control our po
litical system. 

The Shays-Meehan campaign reform 
bill will do more to instill confidence 
in the average American that it still 
matters if they bother to vote. That is 
something that we ought to be working 
on, not this fictitious problem, which I 
know some people on the other side of 
the aisle are fixated on, that holds that 
there are somehow illegal voters deter
mining the outcome of the elections. 

If we really want to make sure that 
elections are fought fair and square, we 
ought to be encouraging more people to 
vote, not suppressing their interest, as 
this amendment does. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT). 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania for 
yielding to me. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield 10 seconds to me? 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
seconds to my friend, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. CAMPBELL). 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I am 
most grateful. I would simply ask that, 
at some point, the author might give 
me 30 seconds to ask a question, and 
that could come after the gentleman's 
prepared remarks. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I would 
be pleased to hear the gentleman's 
question. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, that 
is very polite. I just wanted to ask 
about the bill 's provision of what is 
called a final confirmation. If the So
cial Security or the INS does not have 
a record of you, as, for example, if you 
do not have a Social Security card, or 
you are born here so you do not have 
an INS record, the bill specifies that 
there must be what is called a " sec
ondary verification, " and it must pro
vide " final confirmation. " I just won
der what that might be. I appreciate 
the gentleman yielding to me. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, let me 
talk about the bill a little bit while the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania is get
ting that answer for the gentleman 
from California (Mr. CAMPBELL). 

Let me also say that I think this is 
essentially the same kind of campaign 
reform that the House voted for on 
February 12, a bill that the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HORN) introduced, 
a bill that the chief election official 
from California said he thought was an 
improvement and an important addi
tion to the ability of States to be able 
to, once again, manage the election 
process. 

Until motor voter, with the excep
tion of establishing age qualifications 
for voting for Federal office, which al
most always, then, for reasons of prac
ticality required the States to adopt 
that same age, we have left election ad
ministration to the States. This just 
simply allows the States to look at 
this to see if, in their State, this would 
work. 

A majority of Members of this body 
said just a few months ago , on Feb
ruary 12, that this kind of thing was a 
good idea. It was a good addition to 
campaign reform. 

I rise in support of the concept of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PE
TERSON), that if we are going to reform 
campaigns, let us reach campaigns. A 
number of States already require that 
citizens give the Social Security num
ber for registration. 

So in Georgia, in Hawaii , in Ken
tucky, in New Mexico, in South Caro
lina, and Tennessee and Virginia, the 

only change in this law would be that 
we also would have access to INS 
records. We would only have access to 
those records until 2001 to see if this 
concept is helpful or harmful. 
It allows a pilot project for the 

States that want to do it. It does not 
require a single State to do a single 
thing. It was approved by a majority of 
voters that voted on the floor of this 
House in February. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. PETERSON) brings it as an addi
tional element of campaign reform. It 
is not a mandate. It is a pilot program. 
I would suggest it is the kind of thing 
that we ought to return back to the 
States while we are talking about elec
tion reform. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back my time 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. PETERSON). 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. CAMPBELL) to an
swer his question. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
would be so grateful. Of course it is the 
gentleman's time. If he would yield to 
me, I have a follow-up. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I heard the gentleman's 
question. It is my understanding that, 
if the INS records and the Social Secu
rity records did not prove one to be · a 
citizen, then the body requiring that 
information could, if they choose, re
move one from the rolls or refuse to en
roll one as a voter. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, 
would the gentleman yield to me just a 
second longer? 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 
Sure. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, let 
me say at the start, the gentleman has 
been very courteous to me and also my 
good friend, the gentleman from Mis
souri (Mr. BLUNT). 

The gentleman says, at least as I 
read it, that if one is not going to be 
picked up by INS, which is going to be 
the case for those of us born in the 
United States, and, for some reason, 
one is not picked up by Social Secu
rity, which might be the case if one has 
not worked yet, it may be true for an 
18 year old, then it says the Attorney 
General shall specify a secondary 
verification process to confirm the va
lidity of information provided and to 
provide final confirmation or noncon
firmation. 

So my question, if someone does not 
have a Social Security card because 
that person has not started working, 
and is born in this country, so there is 
no INS record, what would the sec
ondary verification process be? 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 
Well, I think, one, if one has some 
record as a person to prove that one is 
a citizen, and one should have if one is, 
then one would provide that; and that 
serves the bill. Or the Attorney Gen
eral could come forth with other means 
that he felt was ample proof. 
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Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield just for two sec
onds further? 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I ap
preciate the gentleman's answer. I will 
not use his time to make a comment 
about it. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I reserve the remainder of 
my time. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. WOOLSEY). 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, 5 
years ago, as a new Member of the 
House of Representatives, I was so 
proud to support the motor voter bill, 
a bill which made it easier for people 
to vote. It made it easier by allowing 
more convenient access to voter reg
istration for new voters or for voters 
who had moved to a new area. 

The motor voter bill is a symbol of 
our country's belief that it is every 
citizen's right to have access to the 
ballot box, every citizen's right, not 
just some citizens. 

Today, I am ashamed that some in 
this body would turn the clock back, 
back to a time when the Federal Gov
ernment would make it more difficult, 
not less difficult, for every person to 
vote in this country, every legitimate 
person. 

For example, the amendment by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PE
TERSON) would unreasonably burden 
some would-be voters by requiring 
them to show proof of citizenship at 
the polls on election day. Because of 
what? Their appearance? The color of 
their skin? That they have an accent? 

I would ask my colleagues, at a time 
when voter turnout is embarrassingly 
low in this democratic country of ours, 
do we really want to make it more dif
ficult for citizens to exercise the right 
to vote? Of course the answer is no, 
which is exactly how we should vote on 
this ill-conceived amendment: "No" on 
the Peterson amendment, "yes" on the 
Shays-Meehan bill. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself what time is 
needed to respond. 

It is interesting. A few moments ago, 
we were told that this was the most 
significant poison that is being at
tempted to be added to this bill. That 
is a pretty significant statement, that 
it is poison to try to eliminate fraud. I 
have a hard time understanding that. 

I am going to say · it again. It has 
been said that this is the most signifi
cant poison that will be offered to this 
bill that only has a pilot program that 
allows States, if they choose, to try to 
eliminate fraud. I find that hard to un
derstand. 

Someone else just said that it was 
unthinkable to amend motor voter. 
Motor voter had some problems and 
has some problems today because there 

is no system of verification. I could 
register my dog "Ralph" by calling 
him Ralph Peterson, and he would be 
registered. I could register my cat. I do 
not happen to have one, but I could. 

Motor voter has opened the registra
tion process to fraud. That is one of the 
weaknesses of motor voter. Just to 
share with you, a Committee on House 
Oversight task force uncovered serious 
voter fraud in California during the 
1996 election. 
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They conducted an exhaustive year

long examination and found 820 indi
viduals who were not citizens at the 
time of registration that likely voted. 
In 1996 the California Secretary of 
State found over 700 noncitizens oh the 
California voter rolls and invalidated 
their registrations, and he would like 
this legislation to help him do that 
more effectively. 

Texas Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
State Tom Harrison reports that 750 
resident aliens from Guadalupe, Texas 
filed applications for absentee ballots 
in November of 1994 elections, after 
campaign workers told them that their 
green cards enabled them to vote by 
mail. 

The Los Angeles Times reported in 
May of 1994 that Jay McKama, an un
documented immigrant, was sentenced 
to 16 months in State prison for reg
istering noncitizens to vote. The boun
ty hunter worked for Steve Martinez, a 
Los Angeles political activist who paid 
$1 per registration. The practice of pay
ing bounty hunters to register individ
uals to vote has contributed to an in
crease in noncitizen voting. In some 
cases noncitizens have been targeted 
by those bounty hunters. 

Every time someone votes illegally, 
they cancel our vote. They cancel a 
good vote. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I am glad 
the gentleman made that point, be
cause our colleague from California 
just made the point that every legiti
mate voter, that is exactly the state
ment she made, should be allowed to 
register to vote and should be allowed 
to vote, and that is certainly right, and 
they should be allowed to do that with 
as little encumbrance as is reasonably 
possible. The least encumbrance would 
be no registration at all. 

We tried that for generations in 
America, and finally we found out that 
that did not work, because people 
voted more than once, they voted at 
more than one location. We decided we 
had to have voter registration, and 
every legitimate voter should be al
lowed to register, every legitimate 
voter should be allowed to vote. But 
every time we let someone cast a ballot 
who is not a legitimate voter, who does 

not meet the requirements to vote in 
that election or in this country, we do 
just exactly what the sponsor of the 
amendment said; we cancel out the 
vote of voters who had a right to vote. 
That is every bit as big a problem as 
any other problem we could have in 
this process. 

If people begin to think that there is 
no reason to go to the polls because 
their vote is going to be canceled by 
somebody who should not have been al
lowed to register because they were not 
a citizen, they stop going to the polls 
for that reason as well. Every legiti
mate voter should be able to vote. 

This amendment, which the House 
has already passed in the form of a bill 
one other time and needs to be in
cluded in this reform package, merely 
says to the States, if the States want 
to try this as a way to verify that, in 
fact, the people who are casting ballots 
at your election have a right to do that 
as American citizens, give it a try until 
2001 and we will see if that produces 
better results. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to convey to the gentleman 
that I rise to support the gentleman's 
idea and to oppose his amendment, and 
let me say why and why it is we call it 
a poison pill. 

I think it was in 1995 when we voted 
for motor voter legislation. I voted 
against it and I drafted legislation to 
change it, not because I did not want 
to encourage Americans to register and 
to vote, but because I was afraid that 
we would never be able to purge people 
who should not vote, that, in fact, it 
would become a system too easily de
frauded; and it does need to be 
changed, and I agree entirely with the 
gentleman and his proposal here. 

It is a poison pill because the coali
tion that we need to pass this legisla
tion consists of a lot of Democrats, and 
the motor voter bill is based on rel
atively party lines. What we do not 
want to happen, those of us who are 
just determined to do away with soft 
money in these sham ads, what we do 
not want to do is let the perfect be
come the enemy of the good. 

We think that the gentleman's pro
posal, while it is a good one, becomes 
the enemy of the passage of our bill. It 
is not the idea that is poison, it is the 
way that it breaks up our coalition. I 
am sure that is not the gentleman's 
purpose. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. CAMPBELL). 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my colleague for yielding. I have 
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a warning to libertarians. Libertarians, 
please be worried, be very worried 
about a bill that creates, and I quote, 
" ... the Attorney General shall speci
fy an available secondary 
verification process . . . to provide 
final confirmation, " regarding citizen
ship status. 

I do not see how this can be done 
without a new federal record system on 
individuals. " Secondary" means if one 
cannot prove citizenship by INS 
records, cannot prove it by Social Se
curity records. I do not see how this 
can lead to anything but a national 
I.D. system. That is in the gentleman's 
amendment. Therefore, I oppose it. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from California for that 
warning to all of the libertarians and 
others. I appreciate that very articu
late presentation. 

.Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
BILBRAY), another leader in the bipar
tisan effort to pass campaign finance 
reform. 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
regretfully in opposition to this 
amendment. I do not rise in opposition 
to the intention and the spirit of the 
amendment. 

I think that, quite appropriately, the 
gentlewoman from California pointed 
out that qualified voters should vote. I 
think that the gentleman from Cali
fornia who spoke in opposition to this 
motion probably made his point clear, 
by saying that we want people to vote. 
We want people to be able to vote. We 
want people to be able to register to 
vote. 

In all fairness , I agree with the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania that citi
zens should be able to vote. Qualified 
citizens, not just any person. I strongly 
support the intention of the gentle
man's amendment. 

I think that, sadly, as somebody who 
was a county supervisor and supervised 
the electoral process for over 2.7 mil
lion people, that too often we talk 
about quantity, and not the quality of 
the process. The fact is that the integ
rity of our electoral process needs to be 
defended. 

But tonight I must speak in opposi
tion to this special vehicle, which is 
asking Shays-Meehan to carry this 
'Qurden, while trying to keep enough 
votes together to be able to pass com
prehensive campaign finance reform. 
There are people on both sides of the 
aisle who will use this as an excuse to 
oppose our campaign finance reform, 
Shays-Meenhan, if we at this point re
quire the system to require people to 
basically prove that they are qualified 
voters, that they are over 18, that they 
are a citizen of the United States. 

I strongly support the intention that 
the gentleman is trying to make with 
his amendment. It is just that the vehi
cle, at this time, will kill campaign fi
nance reform, because there are people 

in this Congress who will adamantly 
kill any piece of campaign finance leg
islation, no matter how good it is , if it 
means that we will address this prob
lem of unqualified people being able to 
register and vote. 

So I sadly have to oppose this, and I 
would ask the gentleman to join with 
those of us on both sides of the aisle 
that believe that the integrity of fi
nance campaign reform and the integ
rity of our electoral process needs to be 
finally addressed one way or the other. 

Campaign finance reform. We are 
trying to do it with this bill. I hope 
that, at the appropriate time in the fu
ture, Democrats will come across the 
aisle and join us in supporting the gen
tleman's thoughtful effort to ensure for 
the integrity of the electoral vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
WHITFIELD). The gentleman from Mas
sachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN) has 101/2 min
utes remaining; the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON) has 51/2 
minutes remaining and the right to 
close. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 21/2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT). 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, if a 
national I.D. card is what we are con
cerned about, take some of those as
pects out in conference. I heard some 
Members say this is good, but it is so 
good, it might hurt the bill. 

Bob Dole cannot write a check in a 
supermarket without proving his iden
tity. One cannot get on a plane without 
proving some identity. One cannot get 
a driver's license in America without 
proving some identity. 

What is more important, and I al
ways hear, "This is good, but not now, 
do not do it now. " This is campaign fi
nance reform. If we do not do it now, 
this turkey is dead in the future. If we 
are going to do it, do it now, if this 
thing is going to fly. I support it. 

Citizens should vote. Noncitizens 
should not vote. We insult no one by 
ensuring that an illegal vote does not 
cancel out our legal votes. In America 
the people govern. There is nothing 
more important in this bill than for
eign money influence, attempts to cor
rupt us for foreign interests and illegal 
votes cast in elections. 

Mr. Chairman, I took a lot of heat on 
the Democrat side, the only one who 
took a parliamentary stand in the mat
ter of the Dornan-Sanchez race, and I 
think the gentlewoman has done a 
great job. But I think that should be 
straightened out, and we should have 
the facts before we certify anybody 's 
election, especially when there is a 
taint of illegal votes. 

So look, if Bob Dole cannot write a 
check in a supermarket without prov
ing that check with some identifica
tion, if one cannot get a driver 's li
cense, if one cannot get on a plane , 
then by God, in America, one should be 
able to do some reasonable identifica-

tion to prove one is a citizen. Citizens 
govern. 

Mr. CAMPBELL'S concerns are very 
important, and Mr. Chairman, let me 
say this. We keep making it easy for il
legal citizens and illegal votes in cam
paigns, and we will have done nothing 
with campaign finance reform. All we 
do is massage the politics of the Amer
ican theater as far as politics is con
cerned. 

Mr. CAMPBELL has a legitimate con
cern. He is a very astute man. That 
could be worked out in conference, but 
the concept of illegal votes not in elec
tions must be determined. If we do not 
do it this way, how the hell do we do 
it? 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 30 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment has 
nothing to do with campaign finance 
reform, absolutely nothing to do with 
campaign finance reform. This bill, as 
we are on the verge of passing, is not 
an excuse for anyone who has any idea 
about anything to come into this 
House floor and try to defeat this bill. 
This has nothing to do with campaign 
finance reform. We are on the verge of 
making history with the most signifi
cant campaign finance reform bill in 20 
years. Let us get on and pass this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 41/ 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
MENENDEZ). 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. I thank him for all of his 
hard work on this issue. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT), my friend, says 
that in America people govern, and 
that is true. All of the people govern, 
including those who have surnames 
such as mine, and who were born in 
this country. And they do not deserve 
the right to be discriminatorily applied 
against, which is in essence what this 
amendment does. 

I heard before the sugg·estion of the 
fact that what is wrong with the pilot 
program? Well, nothing· is wrong with a 
pilot program, but even abridging 
rights in a pilot program does not 
make it constitutionally firm, it 
makes it constitutionally infirm. 

I also heard the discussion about can
celling out of a vote , but what happens 
to the American citizen who, through 
your process, is denied the ability to 
vote because of some problem with the 
INS, some problem with Social Secu
rity; is not their cancellation of their 
vote equal to the cancellation we are 
so worried about? 

For members of my family who live 
in Cuba and others throughout the 
world who do not have the right to vote 
for this , basic freedom is only a cher
ished dream. Well, what the author of 
this amendment, however, forgot about 
is that in America, voting is not a 
dream, it is not just another govern
ment benefit or program to be means 
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tested, it is a constitutional guarantee, 
what all who came to this Chamber 
were sworn to uphold. 

D 2000 
Americans should not be subjected to 

a government background check when 
they register to vote. But that is just 
what this amendment does, it turns the 
ballot box into an interrogation zone, 
where Americans are guilty until they 
have proven themselves innocent. 
. Imagine going to vote, myself going 

to vote, having been born in this coun
try, a member of the United States 
Congress, and having to be interro
gated at the ballot box to try to prove 
that I should be able to vote. Particu
larly, I would urge some of my col
leagues to look at the history of what 
has happened in different States where 
ballot security squads were created to 
disenfranchise minority voters. The ap
plication at that table by those elec
tion judges will be discriminatorily ap
plied, if they wish to do so. 

What will be the guarantee? How will 
Members ensure that my vote is not 
annulled, as the gentleman is con
cerned about his being annulled? And 
to show they are citizens, Republicans 
want the Social Security Administra
tion and the Immigration and Natu
ralization Service to run background 
checks and share private information 
on American voters. 

If it is not to be discriminatorily ap
plied, everyone who seeks to register 
would have all of their private informa
tion given to electoral officials. Is that 
what they want, Big Brother? I have 
heard so many of them rail against 
that. 

Now, where is this test going to take 
place? This test of this security check
out program will take place in Cali
fornia, Florida, Texas, New York, and 
Illinois, States with large minority 
populations, especially Americans with 
Hispanic descent. 

We already know the problems with 
identical names and dates of birth, es
pecially among minority voters, that 
caused many legal voters to be tar
geted by what is now the discredited 
Dornan investigation. If this new pro
gram goes forward, many, many other 
innocent Americans may find govern
ment officials targeting them, too. 

Clearly, the right to vote in this Na
tion should not be subject to govern
ment intrusion, and I say specifically 
that Hispanic American voters will not 
forget Members' continuing persecu
tion of their rights. Vote against the 
Peterson amendment and keep Shays
Meehan in order. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from New 
Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA), a leader in our 
bipartisan effort. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, as a person who was 
one of the strong supporters of the 

pilot program of the gentleman from 
California (Mr. HORN), and I not only 
voted for it, I promoted it back in 
March, that would deal with the eligi
bility of voters and the reforms that 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
MENENDEZ) was just referring to, and 
to the essence of the proposal of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PE
TERSON), here, I have to say that this is 
only an effort to really sabotage this 
bill . 

We are so close. I am not going to let 
us take victory from the jaws of defeat, 
or defeat from the jaws of victory, ei
ther way that you want to say it. We 
must stick with Shays-Meehan. This is 
the golden opportunity in this Con
gress to get genuine campaign finance 
reform. The other issue is entirely sep
arate, and we can take that up in a sep
arate matter. I will be strongly sup
portive of that. But for now, we cannot 
sabotage Shays-Meehan. We must de
feat the Peterson amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in reluctant-yet clear
eyed opposition-to the amendment offered 
by my Colleague from Pennsylvania, Mr. PE
TERSON. 

I want my Colleagues to know that I support 
the substance of this amendment. The events 
of the past several years have uncovered a 
disturbing trend in elections. 

Without referring to a specific election or a 
specific state or a specific region, there is 
more than anecdotal evidence that more than 
a few of our elections are being tainted. 

Tainted by voters who should not be voters. 
As Mr. PETERSON has reported-but this is not 
new. That's why we have had these legal ac
tions. 

Voters who have no right to participate in 
our electoral process. 

My Colleagues, the very foundation of our 
representative democracy is "one man-one 
vote." We-in this body-have a solemn re
sponsibility to preserve that foundation by pro
tecting the integrity of the electoral process. 

In this regard, I think it is a worthwhile exer
cise that we test new methods to verify the eli
gibility of all voters in all elections. Indeed, I 
voted for Rep. HORN'S pilot program back in 
March. 

And I have never been an enthusiastic sup
porter of the various motor-voter programs. I 
think they present an engraved invitation for 
fraud and abuse. 

So I would support this legislation. But not 
here, Not now. Not on this bill. The clear pur
pose of this amendment is to undermine and 
divide support for this major reform that goes 
to the heart of abuses. 

As you know, I have been an original co
sponsor of the Shays-Meehan campaign fi
nance reform bill-in all of its various 
iterations. I think the lack of comprehensive 
campaign reform has been one of the most 
glaring failures of this Congress . . . the last 
Congress . . . the Congress before that . . . 
and several Congresses before that. 

It just reinforces the cynicism of the Amer
ican people about our motives and our ac
tions. 

We have here in the Shays-Meehan sub
stitute a golden opportunity to snatch victory 

from the jaws of defeat. We have a real op
portunity to pass genuine campaign reform. 

Unfortunately, the Peterson amendment 
threatens our efforts here. 

I support the goals of the Peterson amend
ment and would pledge to work with the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania to pass this amend
ment as a free-standing bill. But I cannot sup
port it as an amendment to Shays-Meehan. 

Defeat the Peterson amendment. 
Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

1 minute to the gentleman from Con
necticut (Mr. SHAYS). 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I oppose 
this amendment on two grounds. I first 
oppose this amendment on the logic 
that says, because when you go to the 
supermarket and pay money, you 
sometimes have to show your license; 
and I oppose it on the logic that says 
when we go to get an airplane ride and 
we pay money, we have to show our li
cense. Good grief, this is a cons ti tu
tionally protected right. We do not 
have to pay money to vote, and why 
should we have to show a picture to 
vote? 

On that ground, the logic of com
paring this to airline traffic, or when 
we go to supermarkets, is beyond me. 
This is a constitutionally protected 
right. We should not have to pay 
money and we should not have to show 
our picture. 

But I oppose it on other grounds, as 
well. The bottom line is, this is cam
paign finance reform we are debating. 
This legislation does not deal with 
campaign finance reform, it deals with 
motor voter. We are in the majority as 
Republicans, and we are pushing this 
proposal, this amendment. Just bring 
it out on its own separate merit and 
vote it up-or-down. Do not tie it in 
with campaign finance reform. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr . . Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to another leader in our bi
partisan effort, the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. WAMP). 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, the opera
tive word is "finance." This is about 
campaigns, this amendment. I agree, 
frankly, with the intent of the author 
of this amendment. I agree so many 
times with my friend, the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT). But cam
paign finance is about raising money 
and spending money and reelecting 
Federal candidates. That is what we 
have been working on here. 

This actually is a legitimate issue. It 
is like combining school vouchers with 
a higher education bill. They are both 
education, but they do not belong to
gether. This issue does not belong in 
this bill. We need to pass this bill 
clean, and we need to vote down this 
amendment, even though I agree with 
the intent of the author, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON). 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen
tlewoman from Kentucky (Mrs. 
NORTHUP). 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Chairman, the 
people that come before us and say 
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they are for campaign finance changes 
say it will protect the integrity of elec
tions. What about protecting the integ
rity of elections? Why do they want to 
so narrowly define it that they only 
stick to the subject areas they want 

. to? 
Kentucky is one of the States where 

we have to have a Social Security num
ber to register. We did not do that to 
discriminate, we did that with a Demo
cratic Party legislature, because we 
had such fraud in our voting process. 
We did it to protect the integrity of the 
election. 

What the people who oppose this 
today say is that, we would rather 
make our bed and pass a law with peo
ple who do not want to protect certain 
portions of the integrity of the election 
process in order to pass our own 
version. This is exactly what I fear 
about campaign finance reform, that 
we will pass laws that certain people 
will not want enforced, they will not 
pursue, they will not really protect the 
election process. 

If they are not willing to protect the 
laws that say only citizens can vote, I 
would never want to be on their team 
to pass any other laws. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I would point out that the gentle
woman has no intentions of supporting 
campaign finance reform, Mr. Chair
man. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. BECERRA). 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from California (Mr. BECER
RA) is recognized for 31/2 minutes, the 
balance of time. 

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding . time 
to me, but more, I thank him for his ef
forts to get this to the floor and finally 
g·et it passed. I think we are going to 
get there. 

Mr. Chairman, this is truly a poison 
pill, but it is a poison bill for a number 
of different reasons. Perhaps the most 
important to a number of people is the 
fact that it poisons the well to people 
who wish to become for the first time 
ever participants in our democracy, be
cause they have just become U.S. citi
zens. 

Let us make no mistake, this is not 
an effort to try to make sure that only 
American citizens vote. This is an ef
fort to try to exclude those who are our 
newest American citizens from partici
pating. Because if it were an effort to 
try to address the issue of all of our 
citizens, all of the people who live in 
this country being eligible to vote, 
then it would not targ·et just the States 
where the most new citizens happen to 
reside, States like mine in California. 

If we look at page 2 of the bill, there 
it is, States of California, New York, 
Texas, Florida, and Illinois. If I were to 
name the five States with the highest 

Latino population in the Nation, they 
would be States like California, New 
York, Texas, Florida, Illinois. What a 
coincidence that this bill goes after 
those States where the most Hispanics 
happen to reside. That is where there 
are a lot of new Hispanic voters . 

What else does this bill do? It tells us 
that somehow, through the Social Se
curity Administration and the INS, we 
are going to be able to determine the 
citizenship of the 267 some-odd million 
people who live in this country. 

Wake up. Social Security has never 
been able to determine citizenship for 
anyone. Wake up, the INS cannot de
termine the citizenship for even all the 
folks who have immigrateed into this 
country. Wake up, they are targeting 
only those who were not born in this 
country, and somehow in their mind 
they are not eligible to vote. Wake up, 
how will someone determine if this in
dividual should or should not be 
checked in terms of citizenship? 

Tell me how a county registrar of 
voters is supposed to determine which 
individual to ask, "Can I get your So
cial Security number?" How will some
one at the Motor Vehicle Department, 
when someone is filling out an applica
tion for registration for voting, say, 
"Wait a minute, you have passed your 
license test to drive, but can I see your 
Social Security number? Because I 
need to check to find out if you are a 
citizen"? 

What will determine when someone 
gets asked whether or not they are 
citizens or not? Will it be the way they 
speak or the way they look, or will it 
be by the spelling on the last name? 
When that official tries to check with 
the INS and SSA and finds out that 
they cannot do this, what happens to 
that person's eligibility to vote? This 
is a targeted effort, unfortunately, at 
people who are beginning to partici
pate. It scares some people. I am sorry 
that it does. The intentions may be 
good, but the mechanics of this amend
ment are totally wrong. 

Someone said, let us protect the in
tegrity of elections. Absolutely, let us 
do that. Let us do so. But let us protect 
the integrity of the Bill of Rights. Let 
us protect the integrity of the right to 
privacy. Let us protect the integrity of 
the right to freedom. Let us protect 
the integrity of this effort to reform 
our campaign finance laws. 

Let us not get involved in this whole 
debate about how we tell which of the 
267 million people who reside in this 
country are or not citizens through a 
process that we know cannot work, be
cause the Social Security Administra
tion and the INS have told us they can
not give us that information. 

Please defeat this amendment. This 
is not the way to do it, and certainly 
we send the wrong message to our new
est citizens who are trying to live in 
this greatest of democracies. 

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

I want to respond to two issues first. 
Someone talked about safeguards. It 
says right in the bill, to have reason
able safeguards against the pilot pro
gram resulting in unlawful discrimina
tory practices based on national origin 
or citizenship status, including the se
lective or unauthorized use of this pilot 
program. 

Someone else said a national ID card. 
Nothing in this section shall be con
strued to authorize, directly or indi
rectly, the issuance or use of national 
identification cards, or the establish
ment of a national identification card. 
Those are false, bogus arguments 
against this bill. 

Is Shays-Meehan perfect? We are 
being told it is perfect. I get mail every 
day that says it is not perfect. I get 
phone calls every day that say it is not 
perfect. This is only a pilot program. If 
it works, we expand it. If it does not 
work in 2001, we throw it away. Why 
are we afraid about stopping voter 
fraud? 

In my view, the two worst problems 
we face about elections are illegal for
eign money and noncitizen voting, and 
Shays-Meehan does not do anything 
about either of them. The States that 
we have listed, many of them are ask
ing for help. Local registrars are ask
ing for help. How do they know if peo
ple are citizens when they register 
them? They are begging for us to help. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an argument, 
and those who think we should not stop 
voter fraud, those who think we should 
not require citizenship, then should 
stand up and support a bill that does 
away with it, that you do not have to 
be a citizen to vote, that you just have 
to be here. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a simple pilot 
project that makes sense, that can 
work. I urge all the Members to sup
port it. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All 
time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Penn
sylvania (Mr. PETERSON) to the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute No. 
13 offered by the gentleman from Con
necticut (Mr. SHAYS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore . Pursu
ant to House Resolution 442, further 
proceedings on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. PETERSON) will be postponed. 

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN THE 
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 442, pro
ceedings will now resume on those 
amendments on which . further pro
ceedings were postponed in the fol
lowing order: amendment No. 9 offered 
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by the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
GOODLATTE), amendment No. 10 offered 
by the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. 
WICKER); amendment No. 13 offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
CALVERT); an amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Washington 
(Mrs. LINDA SMITH); amendment No. 16 
offered by the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER); amendment 
No. 17 offered by the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. PAUL); amendment No. 18 
offered by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. PAUL); amendment No. 19 offered 
by the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY); amendment No. 21 offered by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
PETERSON). 
AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. GOODLATTE 

TO THE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUB
STITUTE NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

unfinished business is the demand for a 
recorded vote on the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. GOODLATTE) to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute No. 13 of
fered by the gentleman from Con
necticut (Mr. SHAYS) on which further 
proceedings were postponed and on 
which the ayes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The text of the amendment to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute is as follows: 

Amendment No. 9 offered by Mr. GooD
LATTE to the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute No. 13 offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

Add at the end the following new title: 
TITLE -VOTER REGISTRATION 

- REFORM 
SEC. _ 01. REPEAL OF REQUIREMENT FOR 

STATES TO PROVIDE FOR VOTER 
REGISTRATION BY MAIL 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 4(a) of the Na
tional Voter Registration Act of 1993 (42 
U.S.C. 1973gg-2) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (1), by adding "and" at the 
end; 

(2) by striking paragraph (2); and 
(3) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para

graph (2). 
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS RELATING TO 

UNIFORM MAIL VOTER REGISTRATION FORM.
(1) The National Voter Registration Act of 
1993 (42 U.S.C. 1973gg et seq.) is amended by 
striking section 9. 

(2) Section 7(a)(6)(A) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1973gg-5(a)(6)(A)) is amended by striking "as
sistance-" and all that follows and inserting 
the following: "assistance a voter registra
tion application form which meets the re
quirements described in section 5(c)(2) (other 
than subparagraph (A)), unless the applicant, 
in writing, declines to register to vote;". 

(c) OTHER CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-(1) 
The National Voter Registration Act of 1993 
(42 U.S.C. 1973gg et seq.) is amended by strik
ing section 6. 

(2) Section 8(a)(5) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1973gg-6(a)(5)) is amended by striking "5, 6, 
and 7" and inserting "5 and 7". 
SEC. _ 02. REQUIRING APPLICANTS REG

ISTERING TO VOTE TO PROVIDE 
CERTAIN ADDITIONAL INFORMA· 
TION. 

(a) SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Section 5(c)(2) of the Na

tional Voter Registration Act of 1993 (42 
U.S.C. 1973gg-3(c)(2)) is amended-

(A) by striking "and" at the end of sub
paragraph (D); 

(B) by striking the period at the end of 
subparagraph (E) and inserting "; and"; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

"(F) shall require the applicant to provide 
the applicant's Social Security number.". 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT .-Section 
5(c)(2)(A) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1973gg-
3(c)(2)(A)) is amended by inserting after 
"subparagraph (C)" the following: ", or the 
information described in subparagraph (F)". 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect Janu
ary 1, 1999, and shall apply with respect to 
applicants registering to vote in elections 
for Federal office on or after such date. 

(b) ACTUAL PROOF OF CITIZENSHIP.-
(1) REGISTRATION WITH APPLICATION FOR 

DRIVER'S LICENSE.-Section 5(c) of the Na
tional Voter Registration Act of 1993 (42 
U.S.C. 1973gg-3(c)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

"(3) The voter registration portion of an 
application for a State motor vehicle driv
er's license shall not be considered to be 
completed unless the applicant provides to 
the appropriate State motor vehicle author
ity proof that the applicant is a citizen of 
the United States.". 
. (2) REGISTRATION WITH VOTER REGISTRATION 
AGENCIES.-Section 7(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1973gg-5(a)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new paragraph: 

"(8) A voter registration application re
ceived by a voter registration agency shall 
not be considered to be completed unless the 
applicant provides to the agency proof that 
the applicant is a citizen of the United 
States.". 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
8(a)(5)(A) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1973gg-
6(a)(5)(A)) is amended by striking the semi
colon and inserting the following: ", includ
ing the requirement that the applicant pro
vide proof of citizenship;". 

(4) NO EFFECT ON ABSENT UNIFORMED SERV
ICES AND OVERSEAS VOTERS.-Nothing in the 
National Voter Registration Act of 1993 (as 
amended by this subsection) may be con
strued to require any absent uniformed serv
ices voter or overseas voter under the Uni
formed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Vot
ing Act to provide any evidence of citizen
ship in order to register to vote (other than 
any evidence which may otherwise be re
quired under such Act). 
SEC. 03. REMOVAL OF CERTAIN REGISTRANTS 

- FROM OFFICIAL LIST OF ELIGIBLE 
VOTERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 8(d) of the Na
tional Voter Registration Act of 1993 (42 
U.S.C. 1973gg-6(d)) is amended-

(1) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para
graph ( 4); and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(3)(A) At the option of the State, a State 
may remove the name of a registrant from 
the official list of eligible voters in elections 
for Federal office on the ground that the reg
istrant has changed residence if-

"(i) the registrant has not voted or ap
peared to vote (and, if necessary, correct the 
registrar's record of the registrant's address) 
in an election during the period beginning on 
the day after the date of the second previous 
general election for Federal office held prior 
to the date the confirmation notice de
scribed in subparagraph (B) is sent and end
ing on the date of such notice; 

"(11) the registrant has not voted or ap
peared to vote (and, if necessary, correct the 

registrar's record of the registrant's address) 
in any of the first two general elections for 
Federal office held after the confirmation 
notice described in subparagraph (B) is sent; 
and 

"(111) during the period beginning on the 
date the confirmation notice described in 
subparagraph (B) is sent and ending on the 
date of the second general election for Fed
eral office held after the date such notice is 
sent, the registrant has failed to notify the 
State in response to the notice that the reg
istrant did not change his or her residence, 
or changed residence but remained in the 
registrar's jurisdiction. 

"(B) A confirmation notice described in 
this subparagraph ls a postage prepaid and 
pre-addressed return card, sent by 
forwardable mail, on which a registrant may 
state his or her current address, together 
with information concerning how the reg
istrant can continue to be eligible to vote if 
the registrant has changed residence to a 
place outside the registrar's jurisdiction and 
a statement that the registrant may be re
moved from the official list of eligible voters 
if the registrant does not respond to the no
tice (during the period described in subpara
graph (A)(11i)) by stating that the registrant 
did not change his or her residence, or 
changed residence but remained in the reg
istrar's jurisdiction.'' . 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
8(i)(2) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1973gg-6(d)) is 
amended by inserting "or subsection (d)(3)" 
after "subsection (d)(2)". 
SEC. _ 04. PERMITTING STATE TO REQUIRE 

VOTERS TO PRODUCE ADDITIONAL 
INFORMATION PRIOR TO VOTING. 

(a) PHOTOGRAPHIC IDENTIFICATION .-Section 
8 of the National Voter Registration Act of 
1993 (42 U.S.C. 1973gg-6) is amended-

(1) by redesignating subsection (j) as sub
section (k); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (i) the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(j) PERMITTING STATES TO REQUIRE VOT
ERS TO PRODUCE PHOTO IDENTIFICATION.-A 
State may require an individual to produce a 
valid photographic identification before re
ceiving a ballot (other than an absentee bal
lot) for voting in an election for Federal of
fice.". 

(b) SIGNATURE.- Section 8 of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1973gg-6), as amended by subsection 
(a), is further amended-

(1) by redesignating subsection (k) as sub
section (l); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (j) the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(k) PERMITTING STATES TO REQUIRE VOT
ERS TO PROVIDE SIGNATURE.-A State may 
require an individual to provide the individ
ual's signature (in the presence of an elec
tion official at the polling place) before re
ceiving a ballot for voting in an election for 
Federal office, other than an individual who 
is unable to provide a signature because of il
literacy or disability.". 
SEC. _ 05. REPEAL OF REQUIREMENT THAT 

STATES . PERMIT REGISTRANTS 
CHANGING RESIDENCE TO VOTE AT 
POLLING PLACE FOR FORMER AD
DRESS. 

Section 8(e)(2) of the National Voter Reg
istration Act of 1993 (42 U.S.C. 1973gg-6(e)(2)) 
is amended-

(1) by striking "(2)(A)" and inserting "(2)"; 
and 

(2) by striking "election, at the option of 
the registrant-" and all that follows and in
serting the following: " election shall be per
mitted to correct the voting records for pur
poses of voting in future elections at the ap
propriate polling place for the current ad
dress and, if permitted by State law, shall be 
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permitted to vote in the present election, 
upon confirmation by the registrant of the 
new address by such means as are required 
by law. " . 
SEC. 06. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this title shall 
apply with respect to elections for Federal 
office occurring after December 1999. 

RECORDED VOTE 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re

corded vote has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 

the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote of this series. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-ayes 165, noes 260, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cannon 
Chambliss 
Christensen 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Cooksey 
Cox 
Crane 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
De Lay 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Foley 
Fossella 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baesler 
Baldacci 
Barela 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bass 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Berman 

[Roll No. 358] 

AYES-165 

Fowler 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Gutknecht 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Jenkins 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasi ch 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lucas 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKean 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Moran (KS) 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 

NOES-260 

Berry 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 

Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Pease 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pryce (OH) 
Radanovich 
Redmond 
Riley 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Ryun 
Salmon 
Scarborough 
Schaefer, Dan 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowbarger 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Traficant 
Upton 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 

Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Campbell 
Capps 
Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chenoweth 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 

Clyburn 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cook 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cummings 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Filner 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fox 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Furse 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goode 
Gordon 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefner 
Hill 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Hooley 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hutchinson 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (WI) 

Gonzalez 
Is took 
Linder 

Johnson, E. B. 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MAJ 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kim 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
LaTout·ette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
Mc Hale 
Mcintyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller(CA) 
Minge 
Mink 
Mollohan 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Northup 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pappas 
Parker 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pelosi 

NOT VOTING-9 

McDade 
Moakley 
Rangel 

D 2035 

Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Posbard 
Price (NC) 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaffer, Bob 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith, Adam 
Smith, Linda 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson 
Thw·man 
Tierney 
Torres 
Turner 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Wexler 
Weygand 
White 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 

Riggs 
Towns 
Young (FL) 

Messrs. CRAPO, LAZIO of New York, 
WAXMAN, McGOVERN, and HALL of 
Texas changed their vote from "aye" 
to "no." 

Messrs. HILLEARY, WAMP, and 
LEWIS of California changed their vote 
from "no" to " aye." 

So the amendment to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute was re
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO 
TEMPO RE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 442, the Chair 
announces that he will reduce to a 
minimum of 5 minutes the period of 
time within which a vote by electronic 
device will be taken on each amend
ment on which the Chair has postponed 
further proceedings. The chair would 
request Members to remain in the 
chamber and to vote in the allotted 
time. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WICKER TO THE 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUB
STITUTE, NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
unfinished business is the demand for a 
recorded vote on the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Mis
sissippi (Mr. WICKER) to the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute No. 
13 offered by the gentleman from Con
necticut (Mr. SHAYS) on which further 
proceedings were postponed and on 
which the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

The text of the amendment to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute is as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. WICKER to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute No. 
13 offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

Add at the end the following new title: 

TITLE -PHOTO IDENTIFICATION 
REQUffiEMENT FOR VOTERS 

SEC. 01. PERMITIING STATE TO REQUffiE VOT· 
ERS TO PRODUCE PHOTOGRAPHIC 
IDENTIFICATION. 

Section 8 of the National Voter Registra
tion Act of 1993 (42 U.S.C. 1973gg--6) is 
amended-

(1) by redesignating subsection (j) as sub
section (k); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (i) the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(i) PERMITTING STATES TO REQUIRE VOT
ERS TO PRODUCE PHOTO lDENTIFICATION.-A 
State may require an individual to produce a 
valid photographic identification before re
ceiving a ballot for voting in an election for 
Federal office.". 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re
corded vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. This is 

a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 192, noes 231, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 

[Roll No. 359] 

AYES-192 

Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Boswell 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 

Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cannon 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Coble 



July 30, 1998 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooksey 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cu bin 
Cunningham 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
De Lay 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Foley 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Glllmor 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Hostettler 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baesler 
Baldacci 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bass 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Berry 
BU bray 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Campbell 
Capps 
Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cook 
Costello 
Coyne 

Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Jenkins 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
Lazio 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Livingston 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
Martinez 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McHugh 
Mclnnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
Mica 
Mlller(FL) 
Moran (KS) 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pappas 
Paul 
Paxon 
Pease 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Portman 

NOES-231 

Cramer 
Cummings 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Filner 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fox 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Furse 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gordon 

Pryce (OH> 
Radanovich 
Redmond 
Regula 
Riley 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Ryun 
Salmon 
Saxton 
Schaefer, Dan 
Schaffer, Bob 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowbarger 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sununu 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NO) 
Thomas 

. Thornberry 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Traficant 
Upton 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 

Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Hooley 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hutchinson 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
LaTourette 
Leach 
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Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Markey 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
Mcintyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mlllender-

McDonald 
Mlller (CA) 
Minge 
Mink 
Mollohan 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 

Bateman 
Gonzalez 
Is took 
Kennedy (MA) 

Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 

NOT VOTING-11 
Mc Dade 
Moakley 
Rangel 
Riggs 

D 2042 

Shays 
Sherman 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith, Adam 
Smith, Linda 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Thompson 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Torres 
Turner 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 

Scarborough 
Towns 
Young (FL) 

So the amendment to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute was re
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CALVERT TO THE 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempo re (Mr. 

BLUNT). The unfinished business is the 
demand for a recorded vote on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California (Mr. CAL VERT) to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute No. 13 offered by the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) on which 
further proceedings were postponed and 
on which the noes prevailed by voice 
vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

The text of the amendment to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute is as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. CALVERT to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute No. 
13 offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

TITLE -RESTRICTIONS ON 
NONRESIDENT FUNDRAISING 

SEC. 01. LIMITING AMOUNT OF CONGRES-
- SIONAL CANDIDATE CONmmu-

TIONS FROM INDIVIDUALS NOT RE
SIDING IN DISTRICT OR STATE IN· 
VOLVED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 315 of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(i)(l) A candidate for the office of Senator 
or the office of Representative in, or Dele-

gate or Resident Commissioner to, the Con
gress may not accept contributions with re
spect to an election from persons other than 
local individual residents totaling in excess 
of the aggregate amount of contributions ac
cepted from local individual residents (as de
termined on the basis of the information re
ported under section 304(d)). 

"(2) In determining the amount of con
tributions accepted by a candidate for pur
poses of this subsection, the amounts of any 
contributions made by a political committee 
of a political party shall be allocated as fol
lows: 

"(A) 50 percent of such amounts shall be 
deemed to be a contributions from local indi
vidual residents. 

"(B) 50 percent of such amounts shall be 
deemed to be contributions from persons 
other than local individual residents. 

"(3) As used in this subsection, the term 
'local individual resident' means-

"(A) with respect to an election for the of
fice of Senator, an individual who resides in 
the State involved; and 

"(B) with respect to an election for the of
fice of Representative in, or Delegate or 
Resident Commissioner to, the Congress, an 
individual who resides in the congressional 
district involved.". 

(b) REPORTING REQUffiEMENTS.-Section 304 
of such Act (2 U.S.C. 434) is amended by add
ing at the end the following new subsection: 

"(d) Each principal campaign committee of 
a candidate for the Senate or the House of 
Representatives shall include the following 
information in the first report filed under 
subsection (a)(2) which covers the period 
which begins 19 days before an election and 
ends 20 days after the election: 

"(1) The total contributions received by 
the committee with respect to the election 
involved from local individual residents (as 
defined in section 315(i)(3)), as of the last day 
of the period covered by the report. 

"(2) The total contributions received by 
the committee with respect to the election 
involved from all persons, as of the last day 
of the period covered by the report.''. 

(c) PENALTY FOR VIOLATION OF LIMITS.
Section 309(d) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 437g(d)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

"(4)(A) Any candidate who knowingly and 
willfully accepts contributions in excess of 
any limitation provided under section 315(i) 
shall be fined an amount equal to the greater 
of 200 percent of the amount accepted in ex
cess of the applicable limitation or (if appli
cable) the amount provided in paragraph 
(l)(A). 

"(B) Interest shall be assessed against any 
portion of a fine imposed under subparagraph 
(A) which remains unpaid after the expira
tion of the 30-day period which begins on the 
date the fine is imposed.". 

RECORDED VOTE 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re

corded vote has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 147, noes 278, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barela 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 

[Roll No. 360) 
AYES-147 

Bartlett 
Barton 
Bereuter 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bono 
Brady (TX) 
Burr 

Burton 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cannon 
Chabot 
Chambliss 



18266 
Chenoweth 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Costello 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
De Lay 
Dickey 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
English 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Goo'de 
Good latte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Gutknecht 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Herger 
Hill 
Hilleary 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baesler 
Baldacci 
Barrett (WI) 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Berry 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Campbell 
Capps 
Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 
Christensen 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooksey 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cu bin 
Cummings 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 

Hoekstra 
Horn 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Jenkins 
Jones 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lucas 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Manzullo 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Paxon 
Pease 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pombo 

NOES-278 

Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Emerson 
Engel 
Ensign 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Filner 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gordon 
Granger 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings (FL> 
Hefley 
Hefner 

Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Regula 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Salmon 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer, Bob 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowbarger 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Stupak 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Upton 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 

Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Holden 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Kanjorskl 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kilpatrick 
Kim 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Largent 
Latham 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Markey 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 30, 1998 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
Mcintyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (CA) 
Minge 
Mink 
Mollohan 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Northup 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pappas 
Parker 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 

Buyer 
Fox 
Gonzalez 

Pelosi 
Peterson (MN> 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Redmond 
Reyes 
Riley 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryun 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Schaefer, Dan 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 

NOT VOTING-9 
Is took 
McDade 
Moakley 
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Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (QR) 
Smith, Adam 
Smith, Linda 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Sununu 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Thompson 
Thornberry 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Torres 
Traficant 
Turner 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 

Riggs 
Towns 
Young (FL) 

Mr. PICKERING changed his vote 
from "aye" to "no." 

So the amendment to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute was re
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, on 

rollcall No. 360, I was unavoidably detained. 
Had I been present, I would have voted "no." 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. LINDA SMITH OF 

WASHINGTON TO THE AMENDMENT IN THE NA
TURE OF A SUBSTITUTE NO. 13 OFFERED BY 
MR. SHAYS 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempo re (Mr. 

BLUNT). The unfinished business is the 
demand for a recorded vote on the 
amendment offered by the gentle
woman from Washington (Mrs. LINDA 
SMITH) to the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute No. 13 offered by the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
Shays) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the ayes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will designate the amend
ment. 

The text bf the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mrs. LINDA SMITH of 
Washington to the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute No. 13 offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

In Section 301(20) of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971, as added by section 
201(a) of the substitute, strike subparagraph 
(b) and add the following: 

"(b) VOTING RECORD AND VOTING GUIDE EX
CEPTION-The term "express advocacy" does 
not include a communication which is in 
printed form or posted on the Internet that--

"(1) presents information solely about the 
voting record or position on a campaign 
issue of 1 or more candidates, provided how
ever, that the sponsor of the voting record or 
voting guide may state its agreement or dis
agreement with the record or position of the 
candidate and further provided that the vot
ing record or voting guide when taken as a 
whole does not express unmistakable and un
ambiguous support for or opposition to 1 or 
more clearly identified candidates, 

(ii) is not made in coordination with a can
didate, political party, or agent of the can
didate or party, or a candidate's agent or a 
person who is coordinating with a candidate 
or a candidate's agent; provided that nothing 
herein shall prevent the sponsor of the vot
ing guide from directing questions in writing 
to candidates about their position on issues 
for purposes of preparing a voter guide, and 
the candidate from responding in writing to 
such questions, and 

"(iii) does not contain a phrase such as 
'vote for,' 're-elect,' 'support,' 'cast your bal
lot for,' '(name of candidate) for Congress,' 
'(name of candidate) in 1997.' 'vote against,' 
'defeat,' or 'reject,' or a campaign slogan or 
words that in context can have no reasonable 
meaning other than to urge the election or 
defeat of 1 or more clearly identified can
didates." 

In Section 301(8) of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971, as added by section 
205(a)(l)(B) of the substitute, strike para
graph (D) and insert: 

"(D) For purposes of subparagraph (C), the 
term 'professional services' means polling, 
media advice, fundraising, campaign re
search or direct mail (except for mailhouse 
services solely for the distribution of voter 
guides as defined in section 431(20)(B)) serv
ices in support of a candidate's pursuit of 
nomination for election, or election, to Fed
eral office." 

In Section 301(8)(C)(v) of the Federal Elec
tion Campaign Act of 1971, as added by sec
tion 205(a)(l)(B) of the substitute, add at the 
end thereof, 

", provided however that such discussions 
shall not include a lobbying contact under 
the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 in the 
case of a candidate holding Federal office or 
consisting of similar lobbying activity in the 
case of a candidate holding State or elective 
office." 

RECORDED VOTE 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re

corded vote has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 343, noes 84, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bass 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 

[Roll No. 361] 

AYES-343 

Berman 
Berry 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 

Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX> 
Brown (CAJ 
Brown (OH) 
Bunning 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Campbell 
Canady 
Capps 
Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 
Chabot 
Christensen 
Clay 
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Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapa 
Cu bin 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (VA) 
De Fazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
De Lauro 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Ensign 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Filner 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Fox 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierre.z 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hayworth 
Hefner 
Hill 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Holden 
Hooley 

Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kim 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Markey 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcintosh 
Mcintyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (CA) 
M1ller (FL) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 

Parker 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC> 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Redmond 
Regula 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Salmon 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith, Adam 
Smith, Linda 
Snowbarger 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Torres 
Traficant 
Turner 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
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Wexler 
Weygand 
White 

Aderholt 
Armey 
Baker 
Barr 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
B111rakis 
Bono 
Brown (FL) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Callahan 
Camp 
Cannon 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Cox 
Deal 
De Lay 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Ehrlich 
Gephardt 
Goode 
Goodling 
Hansen 

Gonzalez 
Is took 
McDade 

Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 

NOEs-84 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Hulshof 
Hutchinson 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
King(NY) 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Lewis (CA) 
Manzullo 
Martinez 
Mccollum 
Mcinnis 
Meek (FL) 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Murtha 
Northup 
Norwood 
Obey 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pappas 

NOT VOTING-7 
Moakley 
Riggs 
Towns 
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Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 

Paxon 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Ra.danovich 
Riley 
Rogers 
Royce 
Ryun 
Scarborough 
Schaefer, Dan 
Schaffer, Bob 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Skeen 
Slaughter 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Solomon 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sununu 
Waters 
Weldon (FL) 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Woolsey 

Young (FL) 

Mr.KINGSTON, Mr. SCARBOROUGH 
and Mrs. NORTHUP changed their vote 
from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. BLAGOJEVICH changed his vote 
from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute was 
agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROHRABACHER TO 

THE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUB
STITUTE NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
pending business is the demand for a 
recorded vote on the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from California 
(Mr. ROHRABACHER) to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute No. 13 of
fered by the gentleman from Con
necticut (Mr. SHAYS) on which further 
proceedings were postponed and on 
which the ayes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re
corded vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 155, noes 272, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Bartlett 
Bateman 

[Roll No. 362] 
AYES-155 

BiUrakis 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Boucher 
Brady (TX) 

Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Cannon 
Chabot 
Chambliss 

Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Clay 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Conyers 
Cooksey 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cub in 
Cunningham 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
De Lay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehrlich 
Ensign 
Everett 
Fossella 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Granger 
Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hobson 

Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baesler 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Barton 
Bass 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Berry 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Burr 
Buyer 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Capps 
Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Condit 
Cook 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cummings 
Danner 

Holden 
Hostettler 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Jenkins 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasi ch 
King(NY) 
Klink 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Largent 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
Martinez 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Mink 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Norwood 
Packard 
Paul 
Paxon 
Pease 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pombo 
Pryce (OH) 

NOES-272 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
De Fazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Filner 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fowler 
Fox 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Furse 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
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Radanovich 
Redmond . 
Regula 
Riley 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Ryun 
Sabo 
Salmon 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer, Dan 
Schaffer, Bob 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Skeen . 
Snowbarger 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stump 
Sununu 
Talent 
Taylor (NC> 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Traficant 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
White 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Young (AK) 

Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefner 
Hill 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoekstra 
Hooley 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kim 
Kind (WI) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Latham 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
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Linder 
Lo Biondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Markey 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcintyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FLJ 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mlllender-

McDonald 
Miller (CAJ 
Mtnge 
Mollohan 
Morella 
Nadler 
Neal 
Neumann 
Ney 
Northup 
Nuss le 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 

Gonzalez 
Is took 
McDade 

Pallone 
Pappas 
Parker 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (Ml) 

NOT VOTING-7 
Moakley 
Riggs 
Towns 
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Smith <NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Smith, Adam 
Smith, Linda 
Snyder 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stupak 
'l'anner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Tones 
Turner 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weller 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 

Young (FL) 

Mr. CONYERS changed his vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute was re
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PAUL TO THE 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempo re. The 
pending business is the demand for a 
recorded vote on Amendment No. 17 of
fered by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. PAUL) to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute No. 13 offered by 
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
SHAYS) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
BLUNT). A recorded vote has been de
manded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 62, noes 363, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Armey 
Bartlett 
Billrakis 
Boswell 
Campbell 
Chenoweth 
Coble 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Davis (IL) 
Deal 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Ehlers 
Filner 
Foley 
Fox 
Goodling 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Barton 
Bass 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Berry 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cannon 
Capps 
Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Christensen 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 

[Roll No. 363) 

AYES-62 
Hill 
Hilleary 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Largent 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Mcintosh 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Mink 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Nethercutt 
Norwood 
Pastor 
Paul 
Pombo 

NOES-363 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cub In 
Cummings 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 

. Davis (VA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Bal art 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Ensign 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor. 
Gilman 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 

Rahall 
Redmond 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Royce 
Sanders 
Sanford 
Schaefer, Dan 
Sessions 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Smith, Linda 
Sununu 
Taylor (NC) 
Ti ah rt 
Torres 
Traficant 
Watts (OK) 
Weller 
Young (AK) 

Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Holden 
Hooley 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Jackson {IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TXJ 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (WIJ 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kim 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Latham 
Lazio 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CAJ 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lo Biondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas 

Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintyre 
McKean 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Mollohan 
Morella 
Myrick 
Neal 
Neumann 
Ney 
Northup 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pappas 
Parker 
Pascrell 
Paxon 
Payne 
Pease 

Bateman 
Gonzalez 
Herger 

Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reyes 
Riley 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryun 
Sabo 
Salmon 
Sanchez 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer, Bob 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 

NOT VOTING-9 
Is took 
McDade 
Moakley 
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Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith, Adam 
Snowbarger 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Turner 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watkins 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon <PA) 
Wexler 
Weygand 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 

Riggs 
Towns 
Young (FL) 

Mr. DICKEY changed his vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

So the amendment to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute was re
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PAUL TO THE 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
pending business is the demand for a 
recorded vote on Amendment No. 18 of
fered by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. PAUL) to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute No. 13 offered by 
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
SHAYS) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re
corded vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
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The vote was taken by electronic de

. vice, and there were-ayes 88, noes 337, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Barcia 
Bartlett 
Bilirakis 
Camp 
Campbell 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Crane 
Cu bin 
Cunningham 
Davis (IL) 
Deal 
De Fazio 
DeGette 
Doolittle 
Duncan 
Ensign 
Filner 
Foley 
Gibbons 
Hayworth 
Hill 
Hilleary 

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Berry 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Canady 
Cannon 
Capps 
Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 
Chabot 

[Roll No. 364) 

AYES-88 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hooley 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Kasi ch 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
McCarthy (MO) 
McHugh 
Mcintosh 
Metcalf 
Mink 
Moran (KS) 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Pappas 
Pastor 
Paul 
Pease 
Pombo 
Pryce (OH) 
Rahall 
Redmond 

NOE&-337 
Christensen 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Combest 
Condit 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cummings 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (VA) 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Fox 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 

Regula 
Rivers 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanders 
Sanford 
Scarborough 
Schaefer, Dan 
Sessions 
Shad egg 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Smith, Linda 
Snowbarger 
Sununu 
Taylor (NC) 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Torres 
Traficant 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Young (AK) 

Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goode 
Good latte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Jackson (IL) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 

Kilpatrick 
Kim 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
La.Falce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Largent 
Latham 
Lazio 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
Mcinnis 
Mcintyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) . 
Meek.s (NY) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 

Gonzalez 
Is took 
McDade 

Minge 
Mollohan 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Neal 
Northup 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pascrell 
Paxon 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Ptice (NC) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Riley 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryun 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaffer, Bob 

NOT VOTING-9 
Moakley 
Riggs 
Towns 
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Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith, Adam 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thornberry 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Turner 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weygand 
White 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wynn 

Wexler 
Yates 
Young (FL) 

Mr. KASICH and Mr. SCAR
BOROUGH changed their vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute was re
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DELAY TO THE 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
BLUNT). The pending business is the de
mand for a recorded vote on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) to the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute No. 
13 offered by the gentleman from Con
necticut (Mr. SHAYS) on which further 
proceedings were postponed and on 
which the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempo re (Mr . 
BLUNT). A recorded vote has been de
manded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 185, noes 241, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cannon 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cub in 
Cunningham 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fossella 
Fowler 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baldacci 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bass 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Berry 
Bil bray 

[Roll No. 365) 
AYES-185 

Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Gutknecht 
Hall{TX) 

· Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Jenkins 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King(NY) 
Kingston 
Klink 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Livingston 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McHugh 
Mc Innis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 

NOES-241 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Campbell 
Capps 

Oxley 
Packard 
Pappas 
Paul 
Paxon 
Pease 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Radanovich 
Redmond 
Regula 
Riley 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryun 
Salmon 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer, Dan 
Schaffer, Bob 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowbarger 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sununu 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Traficant 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Young (AK) 

Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Condit 
Conyers 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cummlngs 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
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Davis (IL) 
De Fazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Filner 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fox 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Furse 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gordon 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Hooley 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hutchinson 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 

Gonzalez 
Is took 
Mc Dade 

Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
Mcintyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (CA) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moran <VA) 
Morella 
Nadler 
Neal 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 

NOT VOTING-8 
Moakley 
Riggs 
Towns 

D 2127 

Porter 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith, Adam 
Smith, Linda 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
St,enholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Torres 
Turner 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weldon (PA) 
Wexler 
Weygand 
White 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wynn 

Yates 
Young (FL) 

So the amendment to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute was re
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PETERSON OF 

PENNSYLVANIA TO THE AMENDMENT IN THE 
NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE NO. 13 OFFERED BY 
MR.SHAYS 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
pending business is the demand for a 
recorded vote on the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania (Mr. PETERSON) to the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute No. 
13 offered by the gentleman from Con
necticut (Mr. SHAYS) on which further 

proceedings were postponed and on 
which the ayes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re
corded vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 165, noes 260, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

Aderholt 
Archer 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bil bray 
B111rakis 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cannon 
Chambliss 
Christensen 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Cooksey 
Cox 
Crane 
Cu bin 
Cunningham 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
De Lay 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Everett 
Fawell 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Gallegly 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baldacci 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bass 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Berry 

[Roll No. 366] 
AYES-165 

Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Granger 
Gutknecht 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings <WA) 
Hayworth 
Herger 
Hill 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Jenkins 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasi ch 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Lazio 
Lewis (CA) 
Linder 
Livingston 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Moran (KS) 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pappas 
Paul 

NOES-260 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bunning 
Campbell 
Capps 

Paxon 
Pease 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pryce (OH) 
Radanovich 
Redmond 
Regula 
Riley 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Ryun 
Salmon 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer, Dan 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowbarger 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Talent 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Tlahrt 
Traficant 
Upton 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FLJ 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 

Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chenoweth 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cook 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crapo 

Cummings 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
De Fazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLaw·o 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Ewing 
FatT 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Filner 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Furse 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gordon 
Graham 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Hooley 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hutchinson 
Inglis 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (WI) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Kanjorski 
Kaptw· 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 

Fox 
Gonzalez 
Is took 

Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kim 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA> 
Lewis (KY) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHale 
Mcintyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (CA) 
Minge 
Mink 
Mollohan 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Nussle 
Oberstai· 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 

NOT VOTING-9 
McDade 
Moakley 
Riggs 

D 2134 

Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Price (NCJ 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Schaffer, Bob 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith, Adam 
Smith, Linda 
Snyder 
Spratt 
Sta be now 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Torres 
Turner 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weldon (PA) 
Wexler 
Weygand 
White 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wynn 

Towns 
Yates 
Young (FL) 

So the amendment to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute was re
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, on 

rollcall No. 366, I was inadvertently detained. 
Had I been present, I would have voted "no." 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 
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The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
BLUNT, Chairman pro tempore of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider
ation the bill (H.R. 2183) to amend the 
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 
to reform the financing of campaigns 
for elections for Federal office, and for 
other purposes, had come to no resolu
tion thereon. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. BURR of North Carolina. Mr. Speaker, 

earlier today, I missed roll call votes 356 and 
357 because I was unavoidably detained in 
my district. Had I been present, I would have 
voted "no" on rollcall _vote 356 and "aye" on 
rollcall vote 357. 

UNITED STATES CAPITOL POLICE 
MEMORIAL FUND 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on House Oversight and the 
Committee on Ways and Means be dis
charged from further consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 4354) to establish the 
United States Capitol Police Memorial 
Fund on behalf of the families of De
tective John Michael Gibson and Pri
vate First Class Jacob Joseph Chestnut 
of the United States Capitol Police, 
and ask for its immediate consider
ation in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. ·Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, and of course I will 
not object, but under my reservation, I 
would yield to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. THOMAS), the chairman 
of the Committee on House Oversight. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
HOYER) for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill establishes the 
United States Capitol Police Memorial 
Fund on behalf of the families of detec
tive John Michael Gibson and Private 
First Class Jacob Joseph Chestnut. 

I want to make sure people under
stand that this bill establishes by law 
an official fund in the United States 
Treasury. Because of that, it is not 
only permissible, but obviously appro
priate, to use official House resources 
in support of and to solicit contribu
tions to the memorial fund. 

In addition to that, the reason the 
Committee on Ways and Means had ju
risdiction over this measure is that 
those donations to this fund are consid
ered charitable and are, therefore, tax 
deductible. In addition, there is a pro
vision which says that Federal cam
paign committees may, in fact, donate 
funds to the memorial fund. 

It is an appropriate gesture, struc
tured in the appropriate way, that it is 
a tax deduction and no tax would be 
levied against it. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding under his reservation. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his explanation. 

Mr. Speaker, continuing under my 
reservation, many of us attended the 
funeral of Detective Gibson today, and 
tomorrow morning we will be attend
ing the funeral of Officer Chestnut. It 
has been a sad week for all of us; in 
some ways, however, a very proud week 
as well when we consider the actions of 
these two brave and courageous men, 
and indeed, the actions of their col
leagues on the Capitol Police Force and 
other emergency response teams that 
came to the Capitol to assist our own 
Capitol Police. 

Mr. Speaker, as we drove from the 
church, there were literally thousands 
upon thousands of Americans who 
stood by the curb and watched the pro
cession go by, waved, saluted, placed 
their hands on their hearts, in recogni
tion of the contribution to their own 
welfare and the welfare of their coun
try, that these two brave and coura
geous Americans had performed and 
the sacrifice they had made. 

This will allow all of us, all Ameri
cans and indeed others, in a very tan
gible way to participate in showing to 
the families of Officer Chestnut and 
Detective Gibson that our words are 
not the only thing that we are prepared 
to raise on their behalf. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from California for this action. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, the gen
tleman's words are quite appropriate 
and timely in terms of the death of 
these two particular officers. 

I do want to underscore that the es
tablishment of this United States Cap
itol Police Memorial Fund is dedicated 
on an even basis to the families of 
these two gentlemen for a 6-month pe
riod. It means that this fund will live 
beyond these two families' needs, and 
that it will become a perpetual memo
rial fund available to the Capitol Po
lice; entirely appropriate for this occa
sion, but available in the future, unfor
tunately, if needed. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 
my time, I thank the gentleman for his 
comments. 

Mr. Speaker, obviously I am in 
strong support, as I know every Mem
ber of this House is, of this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, continuing my reserva
tion for just a minute, I yield to the 
gentleman from-Virginia (Mr. MORAN). 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentleman from Mary
land for yielding to me. 

I would just like to mention at this 
point, there is another organization 
that has fulfilled a complementary 
role. That organization's name is He
roes, Incorporated. They responded im
mediately with cash assistance to the 
family and are also prepared to provide 
scholarship funds, as they have for 
every police officer killed in the Dis
trict of Columbia, I think it is over 300 
now, and dozens of children are receiv
ing college scholarships as a result of 
this organization. This is a wonderful 
fund, and I mean nothing pejorative, 
and I wholly support it. But I think it 
might be appropriate to mention the 
fact that the Heroes also responded in 
a very generous fashion and deserve 
some credit for doing that as well. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 
my time, I thank the gentleman for his 
comments, and I would point out that 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY), the majority whip, when he 
made his initial presentation, did, in 
fact, speak directly of Heroes and the 
wonderful work they had done, not 
only with respect to their immediate 
response for these two officers, but the 
work that they had done for so many 
other officers, and indicated as well 
that the Hero scholarship is probably 
the most generous scholarship that is 
given in America and will ensure that 
the children of Detective Gibson and 
Officer Chestnut will not need to worry 
about their educational expenses. 

But I thank the gentleman for his 
very appropriate remarks. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I tempo
rarily withdraw the bill. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CONVEN
TION CENTER AND SPORTS 
ARENA AUTHORIZATION ACT 
AMENDMENTS 
Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Government Reform and 
Oversight be discharged from further 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4237) to 
amend the District of Columbia Con
vention Center and Sports Arena Au
thorization Act of 1995 to revise the 
revenues and activities covered under 
such Act, and for other purposes, and 
ask for its immediate consideration in 
the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 4237 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. REVENUES AND ACTIVITIES COV· 

ERED UNDER WASHINGTON CON· 
VENTION CENTER AND SPORTS 
ARENA AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 
1995. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 101 of the District 
of Columbia Convention Center and Sports 
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Arena Authorization Act of 1995 (DC Code, 
sec. 47-396.1) is amended by striking sub
sections (a) and (b) and inserting the fol
lowing: 

"The fourth sentence of section 446 of the 
District of Columbia Home Rule Act (DC 
Code, sec. 47-304) shall not apply with respect 
to the expenditure or obligation of any reve
nues of the Washington Convention Center 
Authority for any purpose authorized under 
the Washington Convention Center Author
ity Act of 1994 (D.C. Law 10-188)." . 

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION R EGARDING R EV
ENUE BOND R EQUIREMENTS UNDER HOME R ULE 
ACT.- Nothing in the District of Columbia 
Convention Center and Sports Arena Author
ization Act of 1995 may be construed to af
fect the application of section 490 of the Dis
trict of Columbia Home Rule Act to any rev
enue bonds, notes, or other obligations 
issued by the Council of the District of Co
lumbia or by any District instrumentality to 
which the Council delegates its authority to 
issue revenue bonds, notes or other obliga
tions under such section. 
SEC. 2. WAIVER OF CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF 

WASHINGTON CONVENTION CENTER 
AUTHORITY FINANCING AMEND· 
MENT ACT OF 1998. 

Notwithstanding section 602(c)(l) of the 
District of Columbia Home Rule Act, the 
Washington Convention Center Authority 
Financing Amendment Act of 1998 (D.C. Act 
12-402) shall take effect on the date of the en
actment of this Act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS) is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4237, which we 
have just passed, is a bill that permits 
the District of Columbia to move for
ward with a financing plan for the pur
pose of building a new state-of-the-art 
convention center in downtown Wash
ington. 

This bill authorizes the Washington 
Convention Center Authority, an inde
pendent agency, to issue bonds and 
waive the 30-day waiting period for the 
D.C. City Council enactment to go into 
effect. Its passage this evening is im
portant so they can get immediate 
Senate consideration and be signed by 
the President, and we can be in the 
ground and starting construction the 
1st of September. 

Our subcommittee has followed the 
effort to build a new convention center 
in downtown Washington with great in
terest. We think this is critical for the 
city to reestablish a tax base in down
town Washington, and working with 
the MCI Center, we will build, we 
think, a revitalization of the downtown 
area. 

Over time it is estimated that the 
situation only gets worse in terms of 
attracting tourism if we were to go 
with the existing center. The District 
of Columbia's existing Convention Cen
ter is now only the 30th largest in the 
country, and it can accommodate only 
approximately 55 percent of national 
conventions and exhibition shows. 
That is a serious blow to the District's 
economy. A new convention center will 

provide much needed jobs for the city, 
and an increase in locally-generated 
local tax base revenue. It will boost 
morale for the entire region. 

I want to thank the General Ac
counting Office and the General Serv
ices Administration for their respec
tive roles in analyzing the development 
of the financing plan for the new Wash
ington Convention Center. Their thor
ough analysis has reinforced our con
fidence in permitting the District to 
move forward with this project. 

I also want to thank the District's 
Financial Control Board for their hard 
work and oversight on the development 
of this project. The Control Board is 
empowered to approve or disapprove all 
city borrowing, and this sign-off of the 
financial package I think gives every
one more confidence in its viability. 

After reviewing information from 
both the proponents and opponents of 
the project, our committee has unani
mously approved the project, and the 
Control Board has, in effect, reported 
to Congress that all aspects of the 
project, including borrowing and costs, 
are compatible with the interests of 
the District of Columbia. The next step 
is for Congress to go ahead and pass 
this bill. Our action this evening is a 
giant step forward for the District. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. MORAN). 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak
er, I strongly support this legislation 
that moves the convention center for
ward for the District of Columbia. 
Frankly, having a world class conven
tion center in the Washington metro
politan area is something that the en
tire region needs, and there are subur
ban jurisdictions that would have loved 
to have had this center within their ju
risdiction. I can say, quite frankly, we 
had some great sites for it. 

But the fact is, it belongs in the cen
ter city. Had the business community, 
the residential community, the polit
ical community not gotten their act 
together they might have lost this, but 
this is a credit to the fact that there is 
that kind of symbiotic relationship 
that is acting in a constructive manner 
today, particularly the hotel, the res
taurant, and the tourism industry. 

They deserve this convention center. 
Most importantly, the people of the 
District of Columbia deserve this con
vention center and all the economic 
benefits it will provide. 

I thank the gentleman who chairs 
the District of Columbia authorizing 
committee for moving this legislation 
forward at a rapid pace, and I look for
ward to the day that we can all go to 
this convention center and enjoy not 
only the center itself, but all the eco
nomic and social benefits it will bring 
to this great capital city. 

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. I yield to 
the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I also want to thank Trey Hardin and 
Peter Sirh of my staff for the staff 
work they have done on this. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask my col
leagues to amend the D.C. Convention Center 
and Sports Arena Authorization Act of 1995 in 
order to enable the Washington Convention 
Center Authority (Authority) to finance revenue 
bonds for the cost of constructing a new con
vention center in downtown D.C. This legisla
tion moves forward the hope and promise of 
the 1995 legislation for a sports arena and a 
convention center, twin centerpieces of eco
nomic development and jobs in the city and 
revitalization of downtown in the District. The 
quick and efficient construction of the MCI 
Center and the new jobs and revenue the 
arena has brought to D.C. residents have en
couraged the city to complete its work on a 
convention center, where the need has long 
been conceded. 

In every other city in the United States, this 
matter would not come before any but the 
local city council. Unfortunately, unlike every 
other city, the District does not have legislative 
and budget autonomy and therefore cannot 
spend its own funds unless authorized by 
Congress. 

Extensive hearings in the D.C. City Council 
have been held on the underlying issues, with 
an informed and vigorous debate by members 
of the City Council. On June 16, the City 
Council approved legislation to finance the 
new convention center, and on July 7, the City 
Council passed a bond inducement resolution 
to approve the Authority's proposal for the 
issuance of dedicated tax revenue bonds to fi
nance construction of the convention center. 
On July 13, the D.C. Financial Responsibility 
and Management Assistance Authority (Con
trol Board) gave its final approval to the fi
nancing plan for the project, leaving only con
gressional authorization, which is necessary 
for the District to proceed to the bond market. 

On July 15, the Subcommittee on the Dis
trict of Columbia heard testimony from Mayor 
Marion Barry, City Council Chair Linda Cropp, 
City Council Member Charlene Drew Jarvis, 
Control Board Chair Andrew Brimmer, Author
ity President Terry Golden, and representa
tives of the General Accounting Office (GAO) 
and the General Services Administration 
(GSA) on the financial aspects of the project. 
After hearing this testimony, I am satisfied that 
the Authority is ready to proceed with the 
issuance of bonds to secure financing, allow
ing the Authority to begin to break ground pos
sibly as early as September. Considering the 
many years' delay and the millions in lost rev
enue to the District, ground breaking cannot 
come too soon. 

Although the GAO testified that the cost of 
constructing the new convention center would 
be $708 million, $58 million more than the 
$650 million estimate, this $58 million is not 
attributable to the cost of the center but to cer
tain costs that should be borne by entities 
other than the Authority. For example, vendors 
who will operate in the facility are anticipated 
to contribute $17.7 million in equipment costs; 
the District government will provide $1 O million 
for utility relocation from expected Department 
of Housing and Urban Development grants; 
and the President has requested $25 million in 
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his budget to expand the Mount Vernon 
Square Metro station. 

The GSA testified that the agency had 
worked closely with the Authority to keep the 
costs of the project down. With the GSA's as
sistance, the Authority secured a contract with 
a construction manager for a "Guaranteed 
Maximum Price," whereby the private con
tractor is given incentives to keep costs down 
and assumes the risk for any cost overruns. 

Mayor Marion Barry testified, among other 
things, regarding the promise of additional 
jobs tor District residents. He said that the 
new convention center would create nearly 
1,000 new construction jobs, and that once 
the facility is completed, it would generate 
nearly 10,000 jobs in the hospitality and tour
ism industries. He testified that, using some of 
the approaches that were successful with the 
MCI Center, special training and goals for jobs 
for D.C. residents would be met. 

The District of Columbia Subcommittee 
hearing was not a reprise of the lengthy D.C. 
City Council hearings, and, on home rule 
grounds, did not attempt to repeat issues of 
local concern. However, since the issues of fi
nancing and bonding before the Congress im
plicate other areas, the Subcommittee asked 
extensive questions and received testimony 
concerning many issues, including location, 
size, and job creation, in addition to the strictly 
financial issues. 

This convention center has an unusual fi
nancial base, which I believe other cities might 
do well to emulate. The financing arises from 
a proposal by the hotel and restaurant industry 
for taxes on their own industry that would not 
have been available to the city for any other 
purpose. The proposal was made at a time 
when the city's need tor revenue and jobs has 
been especially pressing. For many years, the 
District had been unable to attract large con
ventions. Not only has the District lost billions 
as a result; the local hotel and restaurant in
dustry has suffered from the absence of a 
large convention center. It is estimated that 
the inadequacy of the current facility led to the 
loss of $300 million in revenue from lost con
ventions in 1997 alone. My legislation will en
able the District to compete for its market 
share in the convention industry tor the first 
time in many years. 

The delay in building an adequate conven
tion center has been very costly to the District. 
In a town dominated by tax exempt property, 
especially government buildings, a convention 
center is one of the few projects that can bring 
significant revenues. To that end, the District 
intends to break ground this September. I ask 
for expeditious passage on this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the . 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Lundregan, one of its clerks, an
nounced that the Senate had passed 
with amendments in which the concur
rence of the House is requested, bills of 
the House of the following titles: 

H.R. 4194. An a ct making appropriations 
for the Departments of Veterans Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development, and for 
sundry independent agencies, boards, com
missions , corporations, and offices for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1999, and for 
other purposes. 

H.R. 4328. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of Transportation and 
related agencies for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1999, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendment to 
the bill (H.R. 4194) "An Act making ap
propriations for the Departments of 
Veterans Affairs and Housing and 
Urban Development, and for sundry 
independent agencies, boards, commis
sions, corporations and offices for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1999, 
and for other purposes, " requests a 
conference with the House on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses there
on and appoints Mr. BOND, Mr. BURNS, 
Mr. STEVENS, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. CAMP
BELL, Mr. CRAIG, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. HARKIN, 
and Mr. BYRD, to be the conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendment to 
the bill (H.R. 4328) ''An Act making ap
propriations for the Department of 
Transportation and related agencies 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1999, and for other purposes, " requests 
a conference with the House on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses there
on, and appoints Mr. SHELBY, Mr. 
DOMENIC!, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. BOND, Mr. 
GORTON, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. F AffiCLOTH, 
Mr. STEVENS, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
BYRD, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. REID, Mr. 
KOHL, Mrs. MURRAY, and Mr. INOUYE, to 
be the conferees on the part of the Sen
ate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate passed a concurrent resolution 
of the following title in which concur
rence of the House is requested: 

S. Con. Res. 114. Concurrent resolution pro
viding for a conditional adjournment or re
cess of the Senate and a conditional adjourn
ment of the House of Representatives. 
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BIPARTISAN CAMPAIGN 
INTEGRITY ACT OF 1997 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). Pursuant to House Resolu
tion 442 and rule XXIII, the Chair de
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the further consideration of 
the bill , H.R. 2183. 

D 2150 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
2183) to amend the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 to reform the fi
nancing of campaigns for elections for 

Federal office, and for other purposes, 
with Mr. BLUNT (Chairman pro tem
pore) in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When 

the Committee of the Whole House rose 
earlier today, the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. PETERSON) had been disposed of. 

It is now in order to consider amend
ment No. 22 offered by the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. BARR). 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BARR OF GEORGIA 

TO THE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUB
STITUTE NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 
Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 

I offer amendment No. 23 to the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute No. 
13 offered by Mr. SHAYS. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment to the amend
ment in the nature of a substitut~. 

The text of the amendment to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute is as follows: 

Amendment No. 23 offered by Mr. BARR of 
Georgia to the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute No. 13 offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

Add at the end the following new title: 
TITLE -PROHIBITING BILINGUAL 

VOTING MATERIALS 
SEC. 01. PROHIBITING USE OF BILINGUAL VOT

ING MATERIALS. 
(a ) PROHIBITION.-
(1) IN GENERAL.- No State may provide vot

ing materials in any language other than 
English. 

(2) VOTING MATERIALS DEFINED.- In this 
subsection, the term " voting mate.rials" 
means registration or voting notices, forms , 
instructions, assistance, or other materials 
or information relating to the electoral proc
ess, including ballots. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-The Voting 
Rights Act of 1965 is amended-

(1) by striking section 203 (42 U.S.C. 
1973aa- la); 

(2) in section 204 (42 U.S.C. 1973aa- 2), by 
striking " , or 203"; and 

(3) in section 205 (42 U.S.C. 1973aa- 3), by 
striking " , 202, or 203" and inserting " or 202" . 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to· the order of the House on Fri
day, July 17, 1998, the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. BARR) and a Member op
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. BARR). 

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I have introduced an 
amendment which bans the use of bi
lingual ballots in Federal elections. We 
know that almost 25 years ago this 
Congress provided for bilingual ballots. 
Back then our country was just begin
ning to see a huge influx of immigrants 
to our shores who wished to exercise 
their right to vote when they became 
American citizens. 

We need to recognize that if an indi
vidual becomes a naturalized citizen of 
this country, they are required to dem
onstrate a knowledge of English before 
they can achieve citizenship status. 
This Congress, in 1950, explicitly added 
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a specific requirement that persons 
who wish to become citizens must 
" demonstrate an understanding of 
English language, including an ability 
to read, write, and speak words in ordi
nary usage in the English language. " 

While we require individuals to learn 
English, bilingual ballots contradict 
this by allowing them to vote in their 
native ·language, a language other than 
the English language. 

We all recognize, Mr. Chairman, that 
our Nation is made up of more nation
alities than any other country in the 
world. We are all proud of that fact, be
cause it demonstrates and confirms to 
us what we have always known about 
America, that it remains the best 
country in the world. 

However, all we need do is look to 
our neighbor in the north, Canada. 
Canada is a divided nation, a deeply di
vided nation, a sometimes violently di
vided nation, because of the acceptance 
of but two, but two , national lan
guages, only two. Look at the problems 
they have: near secession, rioting. 
These are the wages of lingual dis
unity. It is essential to our national in
terest to maintain one language, the 
English language, in the transaction of 
our Nation's business, government 
services, and, most importantly, vot
ing. 

What business of government is more 
important to the government and the 
people of a country than voting? By 
making the choice to become an Amer
ican citizen, immigrants take upon 
themselves the responsibility to learn 
the English language and to become 
productive citizens of this country. A 
foreign language on a Federal ballot 
provides that an individual can still 
easily exercise one civic duty, and yet 
completely neglect their other duty of 
mastering the English language. 

Mr. Chairman, let us also note a par
adox which exists with respect to this 
issue. Supporters of bilingual ballots 
have argued that they are desperately 
needed. Claims have been made that 
citizens who speak foreign languages 
would be less likely to register and 
vote if they could not vote with a bilin
gual ballot. Studies, I might add par
enthetically, do not prove this to be 
the case. 

Yet, the same people who support bi
lingual ballots because people are not 
learning English turn right around and 
say a constitutional amendment mak
ing English the official language of 
American government is unnecessary 
because everybody is already learning 
the language. 

Mr. Chairman, the only essential 
thing is that when languages other 
than English appear on a ballot, the 
language of the " immigrant ancestors" 
is given official status by the Federal 
Government co-equal with the English 
language. That is neither contemplated 
nor appropriate. It is certainly not con
templated in our citizenship laws, 

which require proficiency in the 
English language to become a citizen. 

Bilingual ballots are just one more 
way that well-meaning people hinder 
the progress of certain groups in this 
country of foreign ancestry. English is 
the language of this Nation. Those who 
do not learn it will be unable to take 
their rightful place and excel in the po
litical arena, in the economic arena, in 
the education arena, and every other 
arena in this land. 

I ask my colleagues to vote for this 
important amendment, which simply 
reaffirms existing law on citizenship 
and bring·s that down to the ballot box, 
where it is perhaps the most important 
indice and most important chore and 
responsibility, and indeed, right that 
any citizen has, naturalized or native 
born. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. MEEHAN) rise in opposition to the 
amendment? 

Mr. MEEHAN. I do, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Massachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ). 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Again, the amendment of the gen
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BARR) has 
nothing to do with campaign finance 
reform. Mr. Chairman, Republicans 
have a great idea to improve democ
racy: let us hold an election, but make 
sure some specially singled out voters 
do not have the chance to read fully 
about what the issues are, or who they 
are voting for. 

Who do they seek to single out? True 
to form, they single out immigrants 
who fled political persecution or eco
nomic repression, who encourage their 
children to study hard, who attend 
weekend classes to improve their 
English skills, all the while holding 
down two jobs to support their fami
lies. These are people proud to be 
American citizens. 

Yes, there is an elementary language 
provision under the immigration law to 
become a United States citizen, but 
there are also exceptions for those sen
iors who are elderly and who are ex
empted. They would be not having the 
access to understand what they are 
voting for. 

Think about the ballot questions 
that come forth and the complexity of 
those ballot questions. These are peo
ple Republicans want to punish. I say 
to my friends on the other side of the 
aisle , people who use bilingual voting 
materials are people who want to par
ticipate in the process, who want to be 
informed about the issues, who want to 
know where the candidates stand. 0th-

erwise , they would not be using these 
materials in the first place. 

Come November, I believe these hard
working Americans who pay their 
taxes, serve in the Armed Forces of the 
United States, and are Americans in all 
other respects, will remember the con
tempt this amendment treats them 
with. 

We should vote down this amendment 
and at the same time keep Shays-Mee
han free from anything that is not 
campaign finance reform. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DOGGETT) , 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I begin by saluting my 
colleague, the gentleman from Massa
chusetts (Mr. MEEHAN), and the gen
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS), 
for their tremendous patience. Because 
as we are seeing with this amendment, 
we have been offered everything but 
the kitchen sink as an amendment to 
this bill. 

This really has nothing to do with 
the underlying issue of campaign fi
nance reform. It does have to do with a 
movement concerning proficiency in 
English, which I agree is an important 
part of being an American. But I also 
know that there are many people that 
are some of our strongest and best 
Americans whose first language is , in 
my community, Spanish or Viet
namese. They are some of our hardest 
working citizens. They pay taxes, they 
contribute to our community, and they 
deserve a right to participate in the 
electoral process. 

D 2200 

As I review the specifics of this 
amendment that the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. BARR) is offering, it al
lows the ballots to be bilingual, which 
they certainly should be. It is the vot
ing materials that he says cannot be in 
another language. 

My goodness, in our State, we pro
vide instructions, we use bilingual in
structions to teach people how to get a 
driver 's license. Why can we not pro
vide the same manner of instruction 
for those who want to exercise their 
franchise as Americans? I can tell my 
colleagues that in the State of Texas, 
unlike some other parts of the world, 
language is not dividing us. It is only 
those who attack other languages and 
other cultures from their own mis
understanding who divide us. 

Mr. Chairman, let us come together 
and support what this bill is all about 
and not get divided over a question of 
bilingual information for voters. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time do we have remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempo re (Mr. 
BLUNT). The gentleman from Massa
chusetts (Mr. MEEHAN) has l1/2 minutes 
remaining, and the gentleman from 
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Georgia (Mr. BARR) has 1 minute re
maining, and has the right to close. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gen
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr. 
WEYGAND), a leader in the effort of 
campaign finance reform. 

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Massachu
setts (Mr. MEEHAN) for yielding me this 
time, and for the great work he has 
been doing on this. In closing, let me 
remake a couple of the points that 
have been said so eloquently by my col
leagues here. 

First, this proposed amendment is 
not about campaign finance reform. 
This is more properly before discussion 
and debate on voters' rights and the 
Voting Act. 

Number two, the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. BARR) talks about this is 
not an allowable provision under the 
Voting Act. He in fact says that it is 
not allowable for people who do not un
derstand English to be American citi
zens under the 1975 Voting Act. 

Mr. Chairman, that is not true. The 
fact is that people that are older and 
have been here for 15 or 20 years, de
pending upon their age, are allowed to 
become citizens of the United States by 
taking a test in their own language. 
This, therefore, would discriminate 
against many of the older immigrant 
Americans who have been naturalized 
from participating in the voting proc
ess that they have worked so hard and 
so dearly to attain. 

Last but not least is the complexity 
by which many questions are placed on 
the ballot. Again, they need some de
scription, some assistance. By having 
such a referendum in their own lan
guage, it provides an easy way for peo
ple who are truly Americans to be able 
to participate in the voting process 
that we so rightly and so richly de
serve. 

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, it is interest~ng, of 
course, that the opponents of this very 
simple and straightforward amendment 
regarding the fact that voting mate
rials provided by the government 
should be in English, not in other lan
guages, it is very interesting that they 
refer several times to an amendment to 
the laws of this land that provide for a 
small category of persons, elderly, who 
speak another language who have been 
in this country for a certain lengthy 
number of years. They keep referring 
to that, yet I am sure that they would 
not agree to a friendly amendment 
that those people indeed could have bi
lingual materials. They are just op
posed to having these materials in the 
English language. 

Mr. Chairman, they are so opposed to 
it, that they call this a poison pill. A 
poison pill, simply saying that ballot 
materials, voting materials shall be in 

the English language. That is somehow 
poisonous to this country, that is poi
sonous to the standards, to voting pro
cedures in this country. 

That, I think, says perhaps more 
than anything else, more than all of 
the great eloquent words on the other 
side that this to them is poisonous, 
simply standing up for the English lan
guage. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
BARR) to the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute No. 13 offered by the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
SHAYS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BARR) to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute No. 13 offered by the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) will be 
postponed. 

It is now in order to consider the 
amendment by the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT). 
AMENDMENT NO. 24 OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT 

TO THE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUB
STITUTE NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment No. 24 offered by Mr. TRAFI
CANT to the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute No. 13 offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

Add at the end the following new title: 
TITLE -EXPULSION PROCEEDINGS FOR 

HOUSE MEMBERS RECEIVING FOREIGN 
CONTRIBUTIONS 

SEC. 01. PERMITIING CONSIDERATION OF 
PRIVILEGED MOTION TO EXPEL 
HOUSE MEMBER ACCEPTING ILLE· 
GAL FOREIGN CONTRIBUTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-If a Member of the House 
of Representatives is convicted of a violation 
of section 319 of the Federal Election Cam
paign Act of 1971 (or any successor provision 
prohibiting the solicitation, receipt, or ac
ceptance of a contribution from a foreign na
tional), it shall be in order in the House at 
any time after the fifth legislative day fol
lowing the date on which the Member is con
victed to move to expel the Member from the 
House of Representatives. A motion to expel 
a Member under the authority of this sub
section shall be highly privileged. An amend
ment to the motion shall not be in order, and 
it shall not be in order to move to reconsider 
the vote by which the motion was agreed to 
or disagreed to. 

(b) EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING AUTHORITY.
This section is enacted by Congress-

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the House of Representatives, and as such 
it is deemed a part of the rules of the House 

of Representatives, and it supersedes other 
rules only to the extent that it is incon-
sistent therewith; and . 

(2) with full recognition of the constitu
tional right of the House of Representatives 
to change the rule at any time, in the same 
manner and to the same extent as in the case 
of any other rule of the House of Representa
tives. 

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 24 OFFERED 
BY MR. TRAFICANT TO THE AMENDMENT IN 
THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE NO. 13 OFFERED 
BY MR. SHAYS 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 

ask unanimous consent that my 
amendment be modified with the lan
guage that will be sent tC> the desk 
forthwith. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to read it 
and send it up to the Clerk here. It 
would strike on page 1, line 12, after 
"foreign national" and all that follows 
through line 14, page 2, and insert the 
following: 

"The Committee on Standards of Of
ficial Conduct shall immediately con
sider the conduct of the Member and 
shall make a report and recommenda
tion to the House forthwith concerning 
that Member, which may include a rec
ommendation for expulsion." 

Mr. Chairman, I will send it to the 
Committee and I would like to, if the 
Committee is satisfied and there is no 
objection, proceed with my amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair will treat the modification as 
having been read. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

amendment is modified. 
Pursuant to the order of the House 

on Friday, July 17, 1998, the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT), and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT). 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, it was not my inten
tion to bypass the Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct. It is my 
intention, however, to highlight the 
importance of the infusion of illegal 
foreign money into our campaigns. 

If we are to truly reform this system, 
thf;)re must be that statement which 
exists within this reform. The original 
Traficant language said within 5 days 
it must be brought to the floor, once a 
Member has been convicted of having 
knowingly accepted an illegal cam
paign contribution. 

The Committe·e on Standards of Offi
cial Conduct, and some of the Members 
who have done a good job, including 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
CARDIN), ·believe that perhaps it would 
be seen as an effort to circumvent and 
to bypass the Committee on Standards 
of Official Conduct. It is not my inten
tions to do that, but I will say this. 
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The key words in there, "it shall be im
mediately referred" to that committee 
and "it shall be brought forthwith" 
without placing any spec~fic dates on 
that. 

And the original Traficant amend
ment never did say that that Member 
had to be expelled, but there had to be 
a vote on expulsion. It would still be 
subject to the same constitutional re
quirements. I am hoping that this will 
satisfy, but it will still associate with 
that heinous crime some punishment 
timely with the deed. 

Mr. Chairman, the House should not 
let those matters be carried over too 
long. And having conferred with our 
ranking member of that committee, I 
am comfortable with it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. CAMPBELL). 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
was going to ask to claim the time in 
opposition, but I am not in opposition 
but in support of the gentleman's 
amendment. I appreciate the gen
tleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) 
yielding me this time. Perhaps we 
could . conclude debate on this quite 
quickly. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to put on 
the record that I appreciate two things: 
the conscientious concern of the gen
tleman from Ohio about the conduct of 
Members of this body; and, secondly, 
his accommodating the concerns that 
have been expressed about the appro
priate functioning of our committee 
structure by the amendment that he 
made. 

I think the gentleman's amendment 
leaves the authority with the com
mittee. It does not compel an answer 
one way or the other. 

So, I would rise in support, and yield 
back with my compliments to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the distinguished gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. CARDIN), a fellow grad
uate of the University of Pittsburgh. I 
think his improvement of this amend
ment is well worth his time. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFI
CANT) for his willingness to work with 
us on this amendment. The point that 
he is raising is a very important point, 
and that is if a Member has been con
victed of violating the foreign con
tribution ban, that that matter must 
be immediately considered by the Com
mittee on Standards of Official Con
duct and a report must come back 
forthwith to the House for action. 

I think that that is the appropriate 
way to handle it. I want to congratu
late the gentleman for bringing this to 
our attention. It is very important that 
the House have an opportunity to act 
promptly when these types of cir
cumstances develop. Hopefully, it will 
never happen, but it is important that 

that statement be made. I congratulate 
my colleagues. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. 
WAMP). 

Mr. W AMP. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFI
CANT) for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, for those that may be 
following this debate and wonder at 
times what "poison pill" and some of 
the references actually mean, I want to 
point to the motives of the Shays-Mee
han effort. That is really to try to re
move the influence that special inter
ests have on Federal election cam
paigns. 

I also want to point out, with this 
amendment being an example, that we 
are not killing everything that comes 
up. If it is germane, if it is special in
terest, if it is about money in Federal 
elections, and it is something that is 
going in the same direction of real re
form, we are willing to work with the 
authors of amendments such as the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) 
and this is a great example. 

Mr. Chairman, I commend the gen
tleman for his work and his persistence 
on this legitimate issue of foreign 
money coming into the American Fed
eral political process. Th.ere is some 
domestic money that we think is also 
egregious and we are trying to put 
some reasonable limitations on soft 
money and the proliferation of these 
outside interests. I thank the gen
tleman for his work. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate the efforts of the committee 
in helping to fashion this amendment. 
It was no intent to circumvent the 
Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct. They have done a fine job. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge an "aye" vote. 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to claim the time 
otherwise reserved for one who is in op
position. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California (Mr. CAMP
BELL)? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield back the balance of my time. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment, as 
modified, offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute No. 13 offered by the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS). 

The amendment, as modified, to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is 
now in order to consider amendment 
No. 25. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BLUNT TO THE 
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 
Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

amendment No. 25 as the designee of 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) 
to the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment to 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The text of the amendment to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute is as follows: 

Amendment No. 25 offered by Mr. BLUNT to 
the amendment in the nature of a substitute 
No. 13 offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol
lowing: 
SEC. . EXPRESS ADVOCACY DETERMINED WITH· 

OUT REGARD TO BACKGROUND 
MUSIC. 

Section 301 (2 U.S.C. 431) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para
graph: 

"(20) In determining whether any commu
nication by television or radio broadcast 
constitutes express advocacy for purposes of 
this Act, there shall not be taken into ac
count any background music used in such 
broadcast.'' 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the order of the House Friday, 
July 17, 1998, the gentleman from Mis
souri (Mr. BLUNT) and the gentleman 
from California (Mr. CAMPBELL) will 
each control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT). 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I offer this amend
ment in defense of music. I represent 
one of the music capitals of the world, 
Branson, Missouri. In Branson, we do 
not quote Voltaire often but if we did, 
we might paraphrase Voltaire by say
ing, "I may not like your choice of 
music but I will defend to the death 
your right to play it." 

We may ask ourselves, Mr. Chairman, 
what does music have to do with cam
paign reform? I asked that very ques
tion myself. Yet the Federal Election 
Commission speech police deemed 
background music relevant. 

I, like most reasonable people, do not 
think that the FEC has the authority 
or the right to decide what background 
music can or cannot be used in issue 
ads. This amendment prohibits that 
kind of regulatory intimidation. 

Now, I am not joking about this, Mr. 
Chairman. The FEC has a history of 
prosecuting on the basis of background 
music. For instance, in the case of 
Christian Action Network versus FEC, 
the FEC stated that background music 
should be a determining factor in es
tablishing the presence of express advo
cacy. Thankfully, this case was dis
missed and the FEC was severely casti
gated in court for pursuing it. 

The Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals 
even awarded the victims of the FEC, 
the Christian Action Network, attor
neys' fees because the prosecution was 
not substantially justified. 
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The Shays-Meehan bill is extremely 

vague and the expansive definition of 
express advocacy gives the FEC even 
more rope to strangle speech by private 
citizens and groups. Without my 
amendment, the FEC could again cite 
background music as a basis for perse
cution. Without my amendment, who 
knows what would happen if Shays
Meehan became the law of the land. 

The Battle Hymn of the Republic, ex
press advocacy if I ever heard it; John 
Philip Souza, forget it. You would have 
to have a legal defense fund. Francis 
Scott Key in the background, you bet
ter call your lawyer. 

We are not just whistling Dixie with 
this amendment, Mr. Chairman. The 
FEC has already tried using back
ground music in an enforcement ac
tion. If not for the Fourth Circuit 
Court, they would have gotten away 
with it. Do not let them try it again. It 
is time for the FEC to face the music, 
Mr. Chairman. Stand up for freedom of 
speech and freedom of music. Vote for 
this amendment. It is in tune with the 
first amendment. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
METCALF). 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Chairman, I have 
strongly supported campaign finance 
reform legislation for years and I have 
worked very hard for Washington 
State's excellent campaign finance re
form bill, but our basic task today is to 
pass the Shays-Meehan bill. 

Many of the amendments offered are 
good amendments, concepts I have sup
ported for years. In fact, I would have 
voted for most of the amendments if 
they had not been added to this par
ticular bill, but there is a larger goal 
here today to pass the Shays-Meehan 
bill. 

We must not let the perfect be the 
enemy of the good. We cannot afford, 
in striving for a perfect bill, to add 
amendments that split off key voting 
blocks and thus sink the only chance 
for real reform this year. Some of these 
amendments have that purpose. 

I have the faith that we will enact 
real and honest campaign finance re
form. This bill is just the first step, not 
a complete fix. I have faith that my 
colleagues will not vote for the amend
ments that will kill this first step to
ward the reform that the American 
people are asking for. 

D 2215 
I ask my colleagues to vote against 

this amendment and subsequent 
amendments that put the Shays-Mee
han reform bill in jeopardy. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Our good friend and distinguished 
majority whip, the gentleman from 

Texas (Mr. DELAY), who offered this 
amendment, and I had a discussion. He 
is not present here, no doubt in connec
tion with his duties of consoling the 
family of the heroic agent who died in 
his office and the other officer as well. 
But before this day, before that sad 
event, I discussed with the whip wheth
er the phrase "music" may be ambig
uous, and I certainly doubt it was the 
whip's intention, that lyrics be in
cluded in "music." That is just obvi
ous. 

The lyrics might say, and in giving 
this example, I will not sing, and im
pose that on my colleagues. Vote for 
DELAY, DELAY, DELAY; vote for 
DELAY, DELAY, DELAY," to allow that 
would obviously undermine the heart 
of the amendment. 

What I am offering is, if my good 
friend and colleague from Missouri 
would be able, in the absence of the dis
tinguished whip, to take a unanimous 
consent to amend so that the phrase 
"not including lyrics" is included right 
after the word " music." 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 
MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 

BLUNT TO THE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF 
A SUBSTITUTE NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 
Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that the words 
"not including lyrics" be added after 
the word "music." 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
SNOWBARGER). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Mis
souri? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

amendment is so modified. 
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
I just, again, would like to urge that 

we clarify this and take the FEC clear
ly out of this realm of expression and, 
in defense of music, that we add this 
modified amendment to the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempo re. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
BLUNT), as modified, to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute No. 13 of
fered by the gentleman from Con
necticut (Mr. SHAYS). 

The amendment, as modified, to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is 
now in order to consider amendment 
No. 26. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MC INTO SH TO THE 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 
Mr. McINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

as the designee of the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DELAY) to offer amendment 
No. 84 to the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows. 

Amendment offered by Mr. McINTOSH to 
the amendment in the nature of a substitute 
No. 13 offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

In section 301(8) of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended by section 

· 205(a)(l)(B) of the substitute, add at the end 
the following: 

(F) For purposes of subparagraph (C), no 
communication with a Senator or Member of 
the House of Representatives (including the 
staff of a Senator or Member) regarding any 
pending legislative matter, regarding the po
sition of any Senator or Member on such 
matter, may be construed to establish co
ordination with a candidate. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the order of the House of Friday 
July 17, 1998, the gentleman from Indi
ana (Mr. McINTOSH) and a Member op
posed, each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. MCINTOSH). 

Mr. McINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, I un
derstand there would be agreement to 
limit the time on each side to 3 min
utes, which I would be willing to do, 
and I ask unanimous consent to so 
limit the debate. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the · request of the 
gentleman from Indiana? 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, reserv
ing the right to object, I just want to 
understand the amendment, and I yield 
to the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
MCINTOSH). 

Mr. McINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, I 
have seen it numbered 84. I have also 
seen it numbered 16 in some of the ma
terials. And 26 is the number ·I under
stand that it is. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, could 
the gentleman read the amendment so 
we are clear? 

Mr. McINTOSH. "For purposes of 
subparagraph (C), no communication 
with a Senator or Member of the House 
of Representatives (including the staff 
of a Senator or Member) regarding any 
pending legislative matter, regarding 
the position of any Senator or Member 
on such"--

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
MCINTOSH) is recognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. McINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

This amendment secures the right of 
Members of Congress and our staffs to 
receive information on pending legisla
tive matters and to transmit informa
tion regarding our positions on issues 
without them being deemed to be co
ordinated with the various outside or
ganizations that provide or receive 
such information. 
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This includes all two-way commu

nication, whether it be questionnaires, 
conversations of any sort and exchange 
of letters or any other communication. 
The amendment offered by the gentle
woman from Washington (Mrs. LINDA 
SMITH) does not protect this right, as I 
will explain in a moment, and so it is 
necessary to bring this amendment for
ward. 

Section 205 of the Shays-Meehan bill 
defines "coordination with a can
didate" as any of 10 broad categories of 
direct or indirect contacts, actual or 
presumed, between a candidate, includ
ing offices of incumbent Members of 
Congress and a citizen group. This co
ordination includes all types of contact 
that are routine for issue-oriented 
groups that lobby Congress, whether it 
be an environmental group, a health 
issues group or an abortion control 
group, gun control or any other issue. 

For example, section 205 can easily 
be construed to prohibit issue-oriented 
groups from soliciting information 
from candidates, including incumbent 
Members of Congress, regarding their 
positions on issues, then commu
nicating that information to citizens in 
grassroots lobbying or voter education 
campaigns. 

The bill states that "coordination 
with a candidate" includes "a payment 
made by a person pursuant to any gen
eral or particular understanding with a 
candidate or an agent. ' ' 

I am afraid that this could apply, for 
example, to the common practice of 
issue-oriented groups sending can
didates a survey regarding their posi
tions on an issue or group of issues or 
sending a Member of Congress a letter 
soliciting his position on an issue and 
then subsequently using it in a grass
roots communication. 

Some groups use forms by which a 
lawmaker or other candidate can indi
cate his or her endorsement of a cer
tain legislative initiative, for example, 
the balanced budget or even the Shays
Meehan bill. Of course, these question
naires are submitted with the general 
understanding, as the bill says, that 
the sponsoring organization will dis
seminate the answers to interested 
citizens. 

But under this bill, that coordination 
is an activity that would be defined as 
prohibited coordination. Any and all 
two-way communications, a phone call, 
an interview, a meeting or exchange of 
letters, all of these perfectly legiti
mate activities would be considered co
ordination under this bill. 

I am sure that was not the intent of 
the authors, and we are offering this 
amendment as a way to correct that 
and construe the matter in a way that 
allows those type of communications. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from California (Mr. FARR) 
is recognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment. Let us really look at 
the wording. I cannot believe that we 
want to suggest what this amendment 
does. 

This amendment weakens the exist
ing law, weakens the ability for the 
FEC to enforce the law. This amend
ment allows Members to conspire 
about a campaign issue. 

Let us take the tobacco issue. This 
amendment allows you to meet with a 
lobbyist for the tobacco industry to 
figure out how you are going to vote 
and what Members are going to vote on 
it and devise a campaign out of that. I 
do not think that is really what you 
want to happen. 

Look at the language, no commu
nication with a Senator or Member of 
the House, including a staff member, 
regarding any pending legislative mat
ter regarding the position of the Sen
ator or the Member on such matter 
may be construed to establish coordi
nation with a candidate. You are say
ing that you cannot use that collabora
tion as being construed as collabora
tion under the law. Therefore, illegal. 

Mr. McINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FARR of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. McINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, I am 
not aware of any current law that 
makes that type of communication il
legal currently. 

Mr. FARR of California. It does. You 
cannot sit down in your office with a 
group that wants to do a campaign and 
figure out and coordinate how you are 
going to be working on legislation and 
then go out and run a campaign on it. 
That is just totally illegal. You are 
making an exception for legislation. 

I think it is an exception being made, 
frankly , that the big political battle 
here is for the tobacco interests. This 
bill would allow the tobacco interests 
and the legislators to sit down and fig
ure out a plan of how to run a national 
campaign. Maybe that is not what you 
intended, but that is what the law al
lows. And I do not think it is good, and 
I would oppose it. 

This is not about campaign finance 
reform. This is essentially about how 
to let more lobbyists into the door of 
legislative offices and be involved in 
designing and collaborating for cam
paigns. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FARR of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
say to the gentleman from Indiana 
that the present FEC law where there 
is that kind of a communication would 

result in an in-kind contribution. You 
really are changing, with your amend
ment, unintentionally perhaps, present 
FEC regulations. I would urge very 
much that you take another look, be
cause we would have to oppose this as 
loosening present law. I think that is 
clear. 

Mr. McINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, cer
tainly the intent is not to loosen exist
ing law, though I am not convinced 
that existing law puts those types of 
limits on issue-oriented campaigns. 
There is coordination as to helping a 
candidate with his or her election. 
Then that is a different matter. It is 
certainly not the intention to change 
existing law. 

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair
man, reclaiming my time, it does. And 
the language, just look at it, no com
munication may be construed to estab
lish coordination. Those are the opera
tive words. I do not think that is in the 
best interest of campaign reform. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
McINTOSH) to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute No. 13 offered by 
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
SHAYS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. McINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 442, further 
proceedings on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
MCINTOSH) will be postponed. 

It is now in order to consider amend
ment No. 27. The Chair understands 
that the amendment will not be of
fered. 

It is now in order to consider amend
ment No. 28. It is the Chair 's under
standing that that amendment will not 
be offered: 

It is now in order to consider amend
ment No. 29. It is the Chair's under
standing that that amendment will not 
be offered as well. 

It is now in order to consider the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT). Is 
there a designee for the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT)? 

It is now in order to consider the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. BOB SCHAFFER). Is 
there a designee for the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. BOB SCHAFFER)? 

It is now in order to consider the 
amendment by the gentleman from 
California (Mr. HORN). 
AMENDMENT OFF ERED BY MR. HORN TO THE 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempo re. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 
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The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Amendment No. 32 offered by Mr. HORN to 

the amendment in the nature of a substitute 
No. 13 offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

Add at the end the following new title: 
TITLE-REDUCED POSTAGE RATES 

SEC. 01. REDUCED POSTAGE RATES FOR PRIN· 
CIPAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEES OF 
CONGRESSIONAL CANDIDATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 3626(e)(2)(A) of 
title 39, United States Code, is amended by 
striking "and the National Republican Con
gressional Committee" and inserting "the 
National Republican Congressional Com
mittee, and the principal campaign com
mittee of a candidate for election for the of
fice of Senator or Representative in or Dele
gate or Resident Commissioner to the Con
gress''. 

(b) LIMITING REDUCED RATE TO Two PIECES 
OF MAIL PER REGISTERED VOTER.-Section 
3626(e)(l) of such title is amended by striking 
the period at the end and inserting the fol
lowing: ", except that in the case of a com
mittee which is a principal campaign com
mittee such rates shall apply only with re
spect to the election cycle involved and only 
to a number of pieces equal to the product of 
2 times the number (as determined by the 
Postmaster General) of addresses (other than 
business possible delivery stops) in the con
gressional district involved (or, in the case of 
a committee of a candidate for election for 
the office of Senator, in the State in
volved).". 

(c) PRINCIPAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE DE
FINED.-Section 3626(e)(2) of such title is 
amended-

(1) by striking "and" at the end of subpara
graph (B); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub
paragraph (C) and inserting "; and"; and · 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

"(D) the term 'principal campaign com
mittee' has the meaning given such term in 
section 301(5) of the Federal Election Cam
paign Act of 1971.". 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the order of the House of Friday, 
July 17, 1998, the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. HORN) and a Member op
posed, each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HORN). 

D 2230 
Mr. HORN. Mr. Chairman, I yield my

self such time as I may consume. The 
amendment I am offering is a straight
forward effort to take a positive step 
toward improving our campaigns. This 
proposal would reduce the cost of cam
paigns for all candidates for Congress, 
those that are incumbent, those that 
are challengers. It will create a better 
balance between incumbents and chal
lengers and it will encourage real de
bate and discussion of these issues that 
are very important to our voters. This 
is a proposal to level the playing field, 
for incumbents and challengers. 

With more and more millionaires en
tering politics, the change in the postal 
rate will give those who are not 
wealthy the opportunity to get out 
their message by two mailings to each 
household in their district. What this 
means is that you will get the postage 

at half the price it is now for can
didates but at the price that is already 
authorized in law for national party 
committees and State party commit
tees. This simply changes the law to 
include candidates for Congress, that 
includes the Senate and Members of 
the House of Representatives. 

Under the current rules of the House, 
Mr. Chairman, we prohibit mass mail
ings under the frank in the 60-day pe
riod before a primary or a general elec
tion. This limit reduces one advantage 
enjoyed by incumbents under the cur
rent system. The Shays-Meehan bill 
would expand this prohibition by elimi
nating mass mailings under the con
gressional frank for the 6 months be
fore an election. The limiting advan
tages for incumbents can be very ap
propriate reform, but I believe we 
should also seek to level the playing 
field for all candidates and thus im
prove the quality of the political dia
logue. That is the goal essentially of 
this amendment. I think that the fact 
that we already can do that through 
the State and national committees, 
this is simply clearing out the inter
mediaries and the middle people and 
getting it directly to the challengers 
and to the incumbents. The difference 
is they would deliver the mail at 6.9 
cents for what is generally a mailer 
versus the 13.2 cents that is already 
paid. So it would help everybody. That, 
I think, is in the interest of the public 
to have a decent political debate in 
this country. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
SNOWBARGER). The gentleman from 
California (Mr. FAZIO) is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. I think this is a very well-in
tentioned amendment, but I have prob
lems with it from several perspectives. 

First of all the estimate of cost made 
by the Postal Service based on eight 
candidates per district, primary and 
general, is $130 million. That is a very 
large sum, one that I think would bring 
this bill under criticism from many 
who support Shays-Meehan but do not 
support public financing. This would be 
perceived to be a backdoor way of pro
viding public financing to candidates. 

Now, there are those who would ad
vocate some sort of proposal like this if 
it were tied to the concept of spending 
limits. But this bill has avoided getting 
into that thicket because the con
troversy would weigh down the basic 
benefits of passing the Shays-Meehan 
law which many of us think does not go 
far enough but many also believe is 
about all we can accomplish with this 
very even balance we have achieved 
here on a bipartisan basis in this Con-

gress. Since there is no spending limit 
and there would be no way of inducing 
people, therefore, into agreeing to 
limit their public spending, we would 
have to raise issues with this amend
ment that frankly would cause us to 
come down on the side of a "no" vote. 

The problem with this is that it is 
perceived as a way of giving chal
lengers funding. And while there may 
be people in the country and certainly 
in this body who would like to help 
challengers, most of us want to deal 
with people on an equal basis and 
therefore provide equal benefits to peo
ple running as incumbents and as out
siders. Shays-Meehan has done a major 
thing to restore some balance by set
ting the date at 6 months prior to an 
election. I know the gentleman from 
California (Mr. HORN) voluntarily does 
not mail at all in the last year of the 
two-year cycle, but I do think that the 
effort made in this bill moves in the 
right direction, to move the franking 
privilege away from being a benefit to 
incumbent candidates. 

I worry that the combination of op
position that might result both be
cause it is too much reform, public fi
nancing and because it takes on the in
cumbent with money that would go to 
his challenger, creates a situation in 
which regrettably we would lose votes 
for this bill from both ends of the polit
ical . spectrum and perhaps endanger 
the enactment of Shays-Meehan which 
we all believe is a major improvement; 
maybe not perfection but certainly the 
best we can do in this very evenly bal
anced proposal. I would have to on that 
basis regretfully indicate opposition. 

Mr. W AMP. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FAZIO of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. WAMP. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I rise, too, in very reluc
tant opposition and I say reluctant be
cause the author of this bill the gen
tleman from California (Mr. HORN) is 
not only one of the brightest individ
uals in the House, he has been a true 
reformer, offering multiple bills and 
multiple amendments, really an aca
demic expert in this issue of campaign 
finance reform. But I do come from the 
other ideological perspective. 

I encouraged the authors of Shays
Meehan early on when it was in a dif
ferent form not to go the route of pub
lic financing, not to go the route of 
broadcaster financing and we have put 
together this coalition amazingly well 
of people who had great heartburn with 
those two provisions. This would effec
tively take us there, albeit in a small 
way, but it would take us there to pub
lic financing. Frankly I am on this 
train with the understanding we were 
not going to go to this destination. So 
I certainly want to speak to that. But 
I very much commend the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HORN) for all that 
he continues to do because he is truly 
trying his best to go in our direction. 
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Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair

man, I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. HORN. Mr. Chairman, I yield my

self such time as I may consume. Mr. 
Chairman, to say this is public financ
ing is not really accurate. Sure, money 
is involved in postage. This is the post
al administration that has several bil
lion, I believe, in profits now. They de
liver these at both the nonprofit rate 
and the higher rate. It does not really 
make any cost change in adding people 
to the route they run. It simply gives 
now what is given to State parties to 
the candidates. 

The original Shays-Meehan bill and 
McCain-Feingold reform plans had a 
proposal like this in them. Now, they 
probably took it out for some reason. 
But I cannot imagine except incum
bents would not like this because that 
would give their challenger a chance. I 
think we ought to get a little broader 
and not just be protecting incumbency, 
we ought to let the challengers have 
the same type of opportunity we have; 
because, let us face it, incumbents gen
erally, unless you are running against 
a millionaire, can have a lot in their 
bank accounts. I do not happen to. So 
do hundreds of others in here. But a 
few of our Members, as we know, have 
million-dollar campaign funds, and 
that scares off the competition. This 
would at least give the competition a 
chance to g·et the message out twice, to 
the households in the district at the 
nonprofit rate. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

Let me just conclude by saying I per
sonally believe public financing is the 
way of the future. I think we have ne
glected it in the presidential system 
and need to reinvigorate public support 
for it. But I am more concerned to
night that we not impede progress on 
Shays-Meehan, that we not upset the 
balance that has been achieved in this 
version of this bill. It is the best we 
can accomplish under the cir
cumstances. I would not want to en
danger its enactment because we went 
too far in the direction that some of 
our colleagues that support this bill 
cannot go. I do not want to inflame 
some of our colleagues on the other end 
of the spectrum who are concerned 
about advantaging their challengers. 

I realize we have not made perfec
tion, but I think we have come a lot 
further than any would have antici
pated. We are on the verge of success, 
enacting something we can all be proud 
of. I hope the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. HORN) can accept our reluc
tant opposition to his amendment, and 
I hope he can support Shays-Meehan as 
a major step in the right direction. 
Hopefully in subsequent Congresses we 
can readdress some of these same kinds 
of issues and perhaps reach common 
ground on going further. 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self the balance of my time. 

The gentleman from California 
knows that I have been a sponsor and 
coauthor of Shays-Meehan. I think 
there are a lot of good things in it. But 
these are simple, little things that can 
make a difference for candidates that 
are new to the political game and give 
them a chance to get their message 
over. I would hope the gentleman is not 
throwing the red herring of public fi
nance out to this body to simply pro
tect the incumbents' present superi
ority to most of the challengers, unless 
you have the increasing millionaires. I 
would hope we could rise above that 
and give the challenger two mailings to 
households in all our districts. You 
have to pay for them. You pay for them 
at b.alf the rate you do now unless you 
go through the party committee at the 
State level and the national level, and 
then you are going to get the rate right 
now which you can already do. If you 
are calling that public financing, fine, 
but it makes no sense, because the pub
lic financing we are talking about is 
what is given Presidents of the United 
States, candidates for the presidency, 
and, that is, to have the money that is 
fungible throughout your campaign 
with no limit on when it is. This is one 
limit, getting the two mailers to the 
houses in your district. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from California (Mr. 
HORN) to the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute No. 13 offered by the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
SHAYS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Chairman, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 442, further 
proceedings on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from California (Mr. 
HORN) to the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute No. 13 offered by the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
SHAYS) will be postponed. 

It is now in order to consider the 
amendment by the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. UPTON). Is there a des
ignee for the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. UPTON)? 

It is now in order to consider the 
amendment by the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. SMITH) as modified by 
the order of the House of July 20, 1998. 
Is there a designee for the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. SMITH)? 

It is now in order to consider the 
amendment by the gentleman from Ar
izona (Mr. SHADEGG). 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SHADEGG TO THE 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 
Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment to 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The text of the amendment to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute is as follows: 

Amendment No. 35 offered by Mr. SHADEGG 
to the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute No. 13 offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

Add at the end of title V the following new 
section (and conform the table of contents 
accordingly): 
SEC. 510. EXPEDITED COURT REVIEW OF CER· 

TAIN ALLEGED VIOLATIONS OF FED
ERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT OF 
1971. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 309 of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437g) 
is amended-

(1) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub
section (e); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(d)(l) Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of this section, if a candidate (or the 
candidate's authorized committee) believes 
that a violation described in paragraph (2) 
has been committed with respect to an elec
tion during the 90-day period preceding the 
date of the election, the candidate or com
mittee may institute a civil action on behalf 
of the Commission for relief) against the al
leged violator in the same manner and under 
the same terms and conditions as an action 
instituted by the Commission under sub
section (a)(6), except that the court involved 
shall issue a decision regarding the action as 
soon as practicable after the action is insti
tuted and to the greatest extent possible 
issue the decision prior to the date of the 
election involved. 

"(2) A violation described in this paragraph 
is a violation of this Act or of chapter 95 or 
chapter 96 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 relating to-

"(A) whether a construction is in excess of 
an applicable limit or is otherwise prohibited 
under this act; or 

"(B) whether an expenditure ls an inde
pendent expenditure under section 301(17).". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to elections occurring after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the order of the House of Friday, 
July 17, 1998, the gentleman from Ari
zona (Mr. SHADEGG) and a Member op
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. SHADEGG). 

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. I 
have an amendment which seeks to 
solve a problem in existing law. That 
problem is that under the way the FEC 
laws are currently written, if a cam
paign law violation occurs in the last 
90 days before an election is held, there 
is essentially no remedy. That is, that 
violation goes by and cannot be rem
edied. The reason for that is that under 
current law, the only existing remedy 
is to go to the Federal Election Com
mission in Washington, D.C., file a 
complaint and under the FEC guide
lines no action, absolutely no action is 
to be taken on that complaint for ape
riod of 90 days. 



July 30, 1998 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 18281 
What that means is that during the 

last 90 days of a campaign, there sim
ply is no remedy for many of the viola
tions which occurred. Indeed there is 
no remedy whatsoever. The FEC can
not get to it before the election. Often
times such complaints are rendered 
moot by the election and, therefore, 
there is a gaping hole in existing law. 
What my amendment would do is to 
solve this. It solves this problem by 
simply saying that for any violation of 
the FEC provisions which occurs in the 
last 90 days before the election, a can
didate involved in that campaign would 
be able to pursue a remedy in Federal 
District Court in their district. And it 
requires that the Federal District 
Court give that candidate expedited re
view of their complaint. 

What that means is that when an 
egregious violation of law occurs dur
ing this key last 90 days of the cam
paign, the candidate would have an op
tion to go to Federal District Court, 
file a pleading, request a remedy, ask 
the court to give them a remedy, and 
say, yes, this is a violation and provide 
an answer to the problem. It is, I think, 
an eminently fair provision. It would 
bias neither side, but it would solve the 
problem in the way the current Federal 
Election Code is written. 

I urge my colleagues to adopt this 
amendment. It is good sense. It would 
provide the court with the authority to 
grant injunctive relief if necessary, and 
it requires the court to both act on an 
expedited basis and if possible to re
solve the complaint before the elec
tion. I think it has tremendous merit. 
I urge my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
claim the time normally in opposition 
but not to oppose the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. With
out objection, the gentleman from Ten
nessee is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
This is another good example where 
the gentleman offering the amendment 
is in a constructive way enhancing 
what we are trying to accomplish with 
good reform. Certainly the ref armers 
here in support of Shays-Meehan ac
cept the amendment and commend the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. SHADEGG) 
for bringing this idea to us and actu
ally putting it into a form that will 
certainly strengthen the Federal Elec
tion Commission and the laws and 
rules that govern we as candidates here 
in the House and in the Senate. I thank 
the gentleman very much. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

D 2245 
Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, is it 

my understanding the amendment has 
been accepted? 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment has been accepted, but we 
will have a voice vote at the pleasure 
of the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
SHADEGG). 

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the ex
pression of support from both this side 
and the other side. I think it is an im
provement in the current law that will 
benefit the system and help to clean up 
elections in America. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
SNOWBARGER). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. SHADEGG) to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute No. 13 offered by the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS). 

The amendment to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute was agreed 
to. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is 
now in order to consider Amendment 
No. 36. 

Is there a designee present for the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY)? 

It is now in order to consider the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. SHAW). 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SHAW TO THE 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 
Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment to 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The text of the amendment to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute is as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. SHAW to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute No. 
13 offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

Add at the end of title V the following new 
section (and conform the table of contents 
accordingly): 
SEC. 510. REQUffilNG MAJORITY OF AMOUNT OF 

CONTRIBUTIONS ACCEPTED BY 
HOUSE CANDIDATES TO COME FROM 
IN-STATE RESIDENTS. 

Section 315 of the Federal Election Cam
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub
section: 

"(i)(l) With respect to each reporting pe
riod or an election, the total of contributions 
accepted by a candidate for the office of Rep
resentative in, or Delegate or Resident Com
missioner to, the Congress from in-State in
dividual residents shall be at least 50 percent 
of the total of contributions accepted from 
all sources. 

"(2) As used in this subsection, the term 
'in-State individual resident' means an indi
vidual who resides in the State in which the 
congressional district involved ls located.". 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the order of the House of Friday, 
July 17, 1998, the gentleman from Flor
ida (Mr. SHAW) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. SHAW). 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, we are here tonight at 
a quarter of eleven. Unfortunately, it is 
so late the offices are closed; the staff 
have gone home; there is only a hand
ful of Members here on the floor to
night. I was tempted to call a point of 
order to bring the Members back in be
cause I think this is really pitiful that 
Members are not here to listen to what 
we are talking about here tonight. 

But what we are talking about is 
campaign finance reform, and my 
amendment would be the most simple 
and, I think, productive type of cam
paign reform that we could possibly 
have, and that is just simply to say 
this, and it is so simplistic: 

Half of the campaign money that my 
colleagues receive has to come from 
their home State. I am not talking 
about colleagues' home districts. Much 
in the Calvert amendment, much was 
to do with the question of poor dis
tricts. I understand that, and I can well 
understand that. My district is 91 miles 
long and only 3 miles wide, but I think 
that it is not too much to say if we 
want to be able to take campaign fi
nance away from K Street and back to 
Main Street with our own districts 
that we should be able to do so. 

We have found here, as incumbents 
and long-term incumbents such as me, 
we have found that it is so easy to 
raise money here in Washington that 
we · are tempted to do so instead of 
going home and raising money in our 
own State, campaign in our own dis
tricts and our own States. And I think 
that if we are really going to be talk
ing about campaign finance reform, me 
and all the incumbents who have found 
it so easy over the years to raise 
money here in Washington should be 
able to be required to say, hey, money 
is the mother milk of politics today. 
We should be able to require ourselves 
and anyone else running for office in a 
Federal election to be able to go home 
to their home State and raise half of 
their money. 

This is not too much to ask. I think 
it is a very, very reasonable amend
ment. I cannot see how anybody could 
possibly oppose it. And if someone 
could come up here and say to me that 
I have got a good reason to say this is 
bad, this should not be, I would yield 
them the time. 

I would say to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. FAZIO) who is standing 
there and all the gentlemen over there 
who are going to jump up and talk 
about a poison pill, if they can tell me 
how this is bad, I would yield them the 
time. 

Does anybody want me to yield time 
because they can criticize the amend
ment? Or do they want to criticize it 
because it is a poison pill? 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHAW. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 
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Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair

man, I would like to begin my argu
ment against it, and then after I use 
the rest of the gentleman's time, I will 
ask for the time in opposition. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman is going to criticize the amend
ment and come out and say this 
amendment is bad, and we go back a 
long time, but I do not think the gen
tleman would do that. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair
man, I would stay on the merits of the 
argument, if the gentleman would con
tinue to yield. 

Mr. SHAW. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair

man, I think this is a very, very dif
ficult concept to administer, and let 
me give my colleagues some examples 
as to how difficult it would be. 

If a Member is from Kansas City, 
Missouri, this places a much higher 
value on funds they would raise in St. 
Louis than in Kansas City, Kansas. In 
other words, if Members are one of 
those people on the borders of the 
State--

Mr. SHAW. Reclaiming my tiine, Mr. 
Chairman. 

That cannot possibly be on the mer
its. If Members are from Kansas City, 
then they have got to decide which side 
of the border they are from, and then 
they should decide where they are run
ning from, where their support should 
come from, who the people are that 
they are representing and bring this 
back closer to the people. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the amend
ment and I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I was beginning to 
point out in my colloquy with my 
friend from Florida the unworkability 
of this amendment but also the fact 
that it is an artificial barrier. We 
ought to be focusing on the region that 
the individual comes from, for exam
ple, and why would not people who 
come from Kansas City, Missouri, have 
the same interests that people two 
miles away in the other State have on 
issues of importance to the region, to 
its economy, to its employers, to its 
workers? 

This sets an artificial standard. For 
example, Members may have hundreds 
of bus drivers who want to support 
them in their district and in their 
State, but their home office where 
their PAC is located may be States 
away. This would mean that those peo
ple would, in effect, not been counted 
as people from their State. The same 
would be true of a corporate PAC that 
is home based at corporate head
quarters hundreds of miles, thousands 
of miles away from where many of its 
workers are located in a plant in their 
district. They would not be counted as 
part of the in-State or in-district con
tributor base. 

The marketplace of political debate 
should determine whether it is appro
priate or not to raise money from any 
given place or individual. This can be 
an issue in a campaign. If Members are 
surviving only on the basis of Wash
ington money or out-of-State money, it 
is a legitimate issue to be brought up. 
But to establish this standard is an ar
tificial one, particularly difficult for 
Members who come from poor and 
small States, areas where it is hard to 
raise money and yet they have many 
legitimate issues they want to bring to 
the attention of their voters. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Rhode Island (Mr. WEYGAND). 

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to thank the gentleman from 
California and I want to thank the gen
tleman from Florida for bringing up 
the issue, and I think the issue that he 
is talking about is important and perti
nent for States like Florida or Cali
fornia or New York. 

But I come from Rhode Island. Rhode 
Island has a total of a million people in 
the State, only two congressional dis
tricts. I can travel 20 minutes from the 
center of my district and be in the 
State of Connecticut, travel about a 
half hour and be into Massachusetts. 

For us in small States like Rhode Is
land this is an extremely difficult kind 
of amendment that would be imposed 
upon us. Not that the people in Rhode 
Island should not deserve representa
tion and contribute to campaigns, to 
those people they want to have rep
resent them, but for many people in 
Rhode Island and other small States 
like Delaware it becomes virtually im
possible to raise that kind of money for 
a congressional campaign. 

Secondly, for people that may be low 
income or minority in my State or 
other small States, they often connect 
with other people from other States 
that happen to be of the same ethnic 
background or same political direction, 
and it becomes very important for 
them to do that. 

This bill, if every State were the size 
of the State of Florida, I could under
stand the gentleman's point. If every
body were centered in the middle of a 
large State, I could understand his 
point. But for a very small State it be
comes almost impossible. 

The second point that the gentleman 
· from California (Mr. FAZIO) :made 
which is critical: 

People within labor or business or ad
vocacy groups that happen to be lo
cated in my State but their home or 
major office is someplace else, in Wash
ington, New York, California or Texas, 
the funds that they use to support can
didates in Rhode Island go to those 
Washington, Texas or California of
fices, then come back to us. They 
would not fall into the category within 
the confines of the gentleman's amend
ment, again hurting small States and 
low-income areas. 

So I can sympathize with the intent 
of trying to keep the money within the 
area that Members represent, and when 
there is 30 seats, or 26 seats, or 52 seats 
in the Congress from one State, that is 
possible. But when there is only one or 
two seats, like Rhode Island, South Da
kota, North Dakota, Delaware, it be
comes very impossible. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

To conclude, Mr. Chairman, I would 
simply say this is an important effort 
in Shays-Meehan to stop the explosion 
of soft money and sham issue ads. It 
does not deal with many of the other 
issues that have been brought up in 
other campaign finance reform bills. It 
is a carefully crafted and balanced pro
posal, and many people who support it 
do not agree with the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. SHAW) and therefore, re
grettably for him, would oppose the 
overall bill were this amendment to be 
adopted. 

So I hate to say it, but it is, in fact, 
the proverbial poison pill. It would 
cause the coalition to shatter and end 
up destroying what chance we have in 
this late hour in this Congress to take 
some fundamental steps forward, not 
perhaps addressing all of the issues 
that all the Members would like to 
have before us but making a real dif
ference in the electoral process and in 
the restoration of confidence in the 
American political system. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would briefly say in 
rebuttal to the gentleman I think what 
we are talking is trying to bring bal
ance back to the American political 
system, and to stand there and argue 
that PACs may have some problem 
with this particular amendment is not 
a very good argument. 

What we are talking about, Mr. 
Chairman, is trying to bring the poli t
i cal system back to the people that we 
represent. Now to bring it back to just 
their ·congressional district creates a 
problem, and we understand that prob
lem because there are some districts 
that are extremely poor. But to say 
that we cannot bring it back to a 
State, I do not think that we have any 
States that are that poor that they 
cannot support the people that they 
send up here to represent them. 

We think this is terribly important, 
Mr. Chairman, and I think that for us 
to turn our backs on the people that we 
represent and say that we are going to 
vote against this particular amend
ment, which just simply says to take 
back the political system back to the 
States, back to the people who have 
sent us here, it is very important and 
vital for us to remember where we 
came from and remember the people 
that sent us here. 
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Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal

ance of my time. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All 

time has expired. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Florida (Mr. SHAW) to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute No. 13 offered by the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 442, further 
proceedings on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
SHAW) to the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute No. 13 offered by Mr. 
SHAYS will be postponed. · 

It is now in order to consider the 
amendment offered by the gentle
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR). 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Will 
the gentlewoman designate which 
amendment? Is it amendment number 
38? 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, for pur
poses of the RECORD, this would be the 
original amendment listed as 39. I will 
not be officially offering it this 
evening. It has to do with the constitu
tional amendment to overturn Buckley 
versus Valeo, which I think is the real 
answer to these questions. But we will 
be moving on to Amendment 39. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does 
the gentlewoman wish to offer Amend
ment No. 38? 

Ms. KAPTUR. Not at this point. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider Amendment No. 39 offered by 
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAP
TUR). 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. KAPTUR TO THE 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment to 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The text of the amendment to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute is as follows: 

Amendment offered by Ms. KAPTUR to the 
Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute 
No. 13 offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

Add at the end the following new title: 
TITLE -ETHICS IN FOREIGN 

- LOBBYING 
SEC. 01. PROHIBITION OF CONTRIBUTIONS 

- AND EXPENDITURES BY MULTI· 
CANDIDATE POLITICAL COMMIT· 
TEES OR SEPARATE SEGREGATED 
FUNDS SPONSORED BY FOREIGN· 
CONTROLLED CORPORATIONS AND 
ASSOCIATIONS. 

Title III of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec
tion: 

"PROHIBITION OF CONTRIBUTIONS AND EXPENDI
TURES BY MULTICANDIDATE POLITICAL COM
MITTEES SPONSORED BY FOREIGN-CON
TROLLED CORPORATIONS AND ASSOCIATIONS 
"SEC. 323. (a) IN GENERAL.-Notwith-

standing any other provision of law-
"(1) no multicandidate political committee 

or separate segregated fund of a foreign-con
trolled corporation may make any contribu
tion or expenditure with respect to an elec
tion for Federal office; and 

"(2) no multicandidate political committee 
or separate segregated fund of a trade orga
nization, membership organization, coopera
tive, or corporation without capital stock 
may make any contribution or expenditure 
with respect to an election for Federal office 
if 50 percent or more of the operating fund of 
the trade organization, membership organi
zation, cooperative, or corporation without 
capital stock is supplied by foreign-con
trolled corporations or foreign nationals. 

"(b) INFORMATION REQUIRED TO BE RE
PORTED.-The Commission shall-

"(1) require each multicandidate political 
committee or separate segregated fund of a 
corporation to include in the statement of 
organization of the multicandidate political 
committee or separate segregated fund a 
statement (to be updated annually and at 
any time when the percentage goes above or 
below 50 percent) of the percentage of owner
ship interest in the corporation that is con
trolled by persons other than citizens or na
tionals of the United States; 

"(2) require each trade association, mem
bership organization, cooperative, or cor
poration without capital stock to include in 
its statement of organization of the multi
candidate political committee or separate 
segregated fund (and update annually) the 
percentage of its operating fund that is de
rived from foreign-owned corporations and 
foreign nationals; and 

"(3) take such action as may be necessary 
to enforce subsection (a). 

"(c) LIST OF ENTITIES FILING REPORTS.
The Commission shall maintain a list of the 
identity of the multicandidate political com
mittees or separate segregated funds that 
file reports under subsection (b), including a 
statement of the amounts and percentage re
ported by such multicandidate political com
mittees or separate segregated funds. 

"(d) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section
"(1) the term 'foreign-owned corporation' 

means a corporation at least 50 percent of 
the ownership interest of which is controlled 
by persons other than citizens or nationals 
of the United States; 

"(2) the term 'multicandidate political 
committee' has the meaning given that term 
in section 315(a)( 4); 

"(3) the term 'separate segregated fund' 
means a separate segregated fund referred to 
in section 316(b)(2)(C); and 

"(4) the term 'foreign national' has the 
meaning given that term in section 319.". 
SEC. 02. PROHIBITION OF CERTAIN ELEC· 

- TION·RELATED ACTIVITIES OF FOR· 
EIGN NATIONALS. 

Section 319 of the Federal Election Cam
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441e) is amended

(1) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub
section (c); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(b) A foreign national shall not direct, 
dictate, control, or directly or indirectly 
participate in the decisionmaking process of 
any person, such as a corporation, labor or
ganization, or political committee, with re
gard to such person's Federal or non-Federal 
election-related activities, such as decisions 

concerning the making of contributions or 
expenditures in connection with elections for 
any local, State, or Federal office or deci
sions concerning the administration of a po
litical committee.". 
SEC. 08. ESTABLISHMENT OF A CLEARING· 

- HOUSE OF POLITICAL ACTIVITIES 
INFORMATION WITHIN THE FED· 
ERAL ELECTION COMMISSION. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There shall be estab
lished within the Federal Election Commis
sion a clearinghouse of public information 
regarding the political activities of foreign 
principals and agents of foreign principals. 
The information comprising this clearing
house shall include only the following: 

(1) All registrations and reports filed pur
suant to the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 
(2 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) during the preceding 5-
year period. 

(2) All registrations and reports filed pur
suant to the Foreign Ag·ents Registration 
Act, as amended (22 U.S.C. 611 et seq.), dur
ing the preceding 5-year period. 

(3) The listings of public hearings, hearing 
witnesses, and witness affiliations printed in 
the Congressional Record during the pre
ceding 5-year period. 

(4) Public information disclosed pursuant 
to the rules of the Senate or the House of 
Representatives regarding honoraria, the re
ceipt of gifts, travel, and earned and un
earned income. 

(5) All reports filed pursuant to title I of 
the Ethics in Government Act of 1978 (5 
U.S.C. App.) during the preceding 5-year pe
riod. 

(6) All public information filed with the 
Federal Election Commission pursuant to 
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 
U.S.C. 431 et seq.) during the preceding 5-
year period. 

(b) DISCLOSURE OF OTHER INFORMATION 
PROHIBITED.-The disclosure by the clearing
house, or any officer or employee thereof, of 
any information other than that set forth in 
subsection (a) is prohibited, except as other
wise provided by law. 

(C) DIRECTOR OF CLEARINGHOUSE.-(1) The 
clearinghouse shall have a Director, who 
shall administer and manage the responsibil
ities and all activities of the clearinghouse. 

(2) The Director shall be appointed by the 
Federal Election Commission. 

(3) The Director shall serve a single term 
of a period of time determined by the Com
mission, but not to exceed 5 years. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary to conduct the ac
tivities of the clearinghouse. 
SEC. 04. DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF 

- THE DmECTOR OF THE CLEARING· 
HOUSE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-It shall be the duty of the 
Director of the clearinghouse established 
under section 03-

(1) to developafiling, coding, and cross-in
dexing system to carry out the purposes of 
this Act (which shall include an index of all 
persons identified in the reports, registra
tions, and other information comprising the 
clearinghouse); 

(2) notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, to make copies of registrations, reports, 
and other information comprising the clear
inghouse available for public inspection and 
copying, beginning not later than 30 days 
after the information is first available to the 
public, and to permit copying of any such 
registration, report, or other information by 
hand or by copying machine or, at the re
quest of any person, to furnish a copy of any 
such registration, report, or other informa
tion upon payment of the cost of making and 
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furnishing such copy, except that no infor
mation contained in such registration or re
port and no such other information shall be 
sold or used by any person for the purpose of 
soliciting contributions or for any profit
making purpose; 

(3) to compile and summarize, for each cal
endar quarter, the information contained in 
such registrations, reports, and other infor
mation comprising the clearinghouse in a 
manner which facilitates the disclosure of 
political activities, including, but not lim
ited to, information on-

(A) political activities pertaining to issues 
before the Congress and issues before the ex
ecutive branch; and 

(B) the political activities of individuals, 
organizations, foreign principals, and agents 
of foreign principals who share an economic, 
business, or other common interest; 

(4) to make the information compiled and 
summarized under paragraph (3) available to 
the public within 30 days after the close of 
each calendar quarter, and to publish such 
information in the Federal Register at the 
earliest practicable opportunity; 

(5) not later than 150 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act and at any time 
thereafter, to prescribe, in consultation with 
the Comptroller General, such rules, regula
tions, and forms, in conformity with the pro
visions of chapter 5 of title 5, United States 
Code, as are necessary to carry out the pro
visions of section 03 and this section in 
the most effective and efficient manner; and 

(6) at the request of any Member of the 
Senate or the House of Representatives, to 
prepare and submit to such Member a study 
or report relating to the political activities 
of any person and consisting only of the in
formation in the registrations, reports, and 
other information comprising the clearing
house. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section
(1) the terms "foreign principal" and 

" agent of a foreign principal" have the 
meanings given those terms in section 1 of 
the Foreign Agents Registration Act of 1938, 
as amended (22 U.S.C. 611); 

(2) the term "issue before the Congress" 
means the total of all matters, both sub
stantive and procedural, relating to-

(A) any pending or proposed bill, resolu
tion, report, nomination, treaty, hearing, in
vestigation, or other similar matter in either 
the Senate or the House of Representatives 
or any committee or office of the Congress; 
or 

(B) any pending action by a Member, offi
cer, or employee of the Congress to affect, or 
attempt to affect, any action or proposed ac
tion by any officer or employee of the execu
tive branch; and 

(3) the term " issue before the executive 
branch" means the total of all matters, both. 
substantive and procedural, relating to any 
pending action by any executive agency, or 
by any officer or employee of the executive 
branch, concerning-

(A) any pending or proposed rule, rule of 
practice, adjudication, regulation, deter
mination, hearing, investigation, contract, 
grant, license, negotiation, or the appoint
ment of officers and employees, other than 
appointments in the competitive service; or 

(B) any issue before the Congress. 
SEC. _ 05. PENALTIES FOR DISCLOSURE. 

Any person who discloses information in 
violation of section __ 03(b), and any person 
who sells or uses information for the purpose 
of soliciting contributions or for any profit
making purpose in violation of section 
__ 04(a)(2), shall be imprisoned for a period 
of not more than 1 year, or fined in the 

amount provided in title 18, United States 
Code, or both. 
SEC. 06. AMENDMENTS TO THE FOREIGN 

- AGENTS REGISTRATION ACT OF 1938, 
AS AMENDED. 

(a) QUARTERLY REPORTS.-Section 2(b) of 
the Foreign Agents Registration Act of 1938, 
as amended (22 U.S.C. 612(b)), is amended in 
the first sentence by striking out ", within 
thirty days" and all that follows through 
" preceding six months' period" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "on January 31, April 30, July 
31, and October 31 of each year, file with the 
Attorney General a supplement thereto on a 
form prescribed by the Attorney General, 
which shall set forth regarding the three
month periods ending the previous December 
31, March 31, June 30, and September 30, re
spectively, or if a lesser period, the period 
since the initial filing,". 

(b) EXEMPTION FOR LEGAL REPRESENTA
TION.-Section 3(g) of the Foreign Agents 
Registration Act of 1938, as amended (22 
U.S.C. 613(g)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: "A person may be exempt 
under this subsection only upon filing with 
the Attorney General a request for such ex
emption.''. 

(C) CIVIL PENALTIES.-Section 8 of the For
eign Agents Registration Act of 1938, as 
amended (22 U.S.C. 618), is amended by add
ing at the end thereof the following: 

''(i)(l) Any person who is determined, after 
notice and opportunity for an administrative 
hearing-

"(A) to have failed to file a registration 
statement under section 2(a) or a supplement 
thereto under section 2(b), 

" (B) to have omitted a material fact re
quired to be stated therein, or 

" (C) to have made a false statement with 
respect to such a material fact, 
shall be required to pay a civil penalty in an 
amount not less than $2,000 or more than 
$5,000 for each violation committed. In deter
mining the amount of the penalty, the At
torney General shall give due consideration 
to the nature and duration of the violation. 

"(2)(A) In conducting investigations and 
hearings under paragraph (1), administrative 
law judges may, if necessary, compel by sub
poena the attendance of witnesses and the 
production of evidence at any designated 
place or hearing. 

" (B) In the case of contumacy or refusal to 
obey a subpoena lawfully issued under this 
paragraph and, upon application by the At
torney General, an appropriate district court 
of the United States may issue an order re
quiring compliance with such subpoena and 
any failure to obey such order may be pun
ished by such court as a con tempt thereof." . 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the order of the House of Friday, 
July 17, 1998, the gentlewoman from 
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) and a Member op
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR). 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, could I 
claim the 5 minutes in opposition? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Connecticut has 
claimed the time in opposition and will 
be recognized later for 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR). 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, historically, Congress 
has been very clear about disallowing 
foreign contributions to U.S. cam-

paigns at every level, and if we look, 
however, at the foreign lobbying activi
ties that have grown, especially in this 
past quarter century, and the organiza
tion of multinational corporations that 
have in many ways outgrown existing 
law, it is clear that an amendment like 
this is needed and, as originally pro
posed, my amendment sought to both 
clarify the definition as well as the dis
closure by foreign-controlled political 
action contributions to U.S. election 
campaigns. 

D 2300 
But I am going to offer a modified 

version of this after considerable con
sultation with the gentleman from 
Connecticut (Mr. · SHAYS) and the gen
tleman from Ohio (Mr. GILLMOR) and 
others on the other side of the aisle 
and this one. 

But it is certainly true to say that 
U.S. law has been abundantly clear 
about who can contribute to U.S. cam
paigns: citizens of this country as indi
viduals and citizens through political 
action committees expressly organized 
for that purpose. But corporations can
not contribute directly, nor can trade 
unions outside of a formally recognized 
political action committee. 

But because of a loophole dating 
back to 1934, while foreign nationals 
and foreign citizens cannot directly or 
indirectly contribute to U.S. elections, 
foreign-controlled corporations and 
trade associations, including those 
based in the United States, can con
tribute. 

The Federal Election Campaign Act, 
section 441(e) says, and I quote, 

A foreign national shall not directly or 
through any other person make a contribu
tion or expressly or implicitly promise to 
make a contribution in connection with an 
election to any political office or in connec
tion with any primary election, convention, 
or caucus held to select candidates for any 
political office or for any person to solicit, 
accept, or receive any such contribution 
from a foreign national. 

The Federal Elections Act defines a 
foreign principal as a government of a 
foreig·n country or a foreign political 
party; a person outside the United 
States who is not a citizen; or a part
nership, association, corporation, or 
organization, or other combination of 
persons organized under the laws of or 
having its principal base of business in 
a foreign country. 

The loophole in all of that is that for
eign-owned corporations and trade as
sociations which are organized under 
U.S. law and have their principal place 
of business in the United States are not 
classified as foreign principals and are, 
therefore, allowed to operate PA Cs, 
even though their control and owner
ship are foreign in nature. 

The principal law governing the dis
closure of lobbying by these entities, 
the Foreign Agents Reg·istration Act, 
when the GAO studied in 1990 what had 
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been happening, it is that, in fact, dis
closure of those activities are very 
thin. 

The GAO found that the lack of time
liness of the filing of reports required 
under the Foreign Agents Registration 
Act contributes to the failure to fulfill 
the Act's goal of providing the public 
with sufficient information on foreign 
agents and their activities in this 
country, including political activities. 

As modified, my amendment will not 
disallow contributions as I had hoped 
to do in a bill that I had filed earlier, 
because, frankly, there was opposition 
to doing that. But it does take the one 
section of our proposal that will allow 
us to at least collect the information 
that we need to understand the impact 
and the extent of these involvements. 

As presently constituted, my amend
ment would establish within the Fed
eral Election Commission a clearing
house on that of public information re
garding the political activities of for
eign principals or their agents. 

Currently, public information on 
these activities is collected by the gov
ernment in scattered ways. But this in
formation would be brought together 
in one place and provide the public and 
Congress a better idea of what is actu
ally going on in regard to foreign lob
bying and giving activity. 

No one will be required to provide 
any information that is not already 
collected but in several disparate 
places. Nor would anyone be required 
to provide duplicative information to a 
new agency. 

The responsibility for furnishing the 
data to the FEC would rest with the 
agency itself. The clearinghouse will 
only collect public information already 
compiled and will provide a com
prehensive picture of what political ac
tivities are taking place by these for
eign interests. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentlewoman's time has expired. 
MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. 

KAPTUR TO THE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE 
OF A SUBSTITUTE NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. 
SHAYS 
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to modify the 
amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute in the form at 
the desk. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment, as modified, offered by Ms. 

KAPTUR to the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute No. 13 offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

Add at the end of title V the following new 
section (and conform the table of contents 
accordingly): 
SEC. 510. ESTABLISHMENT OF A CLEARING· 

HOUSE OF INFORMATION ON POLIT· 
ICAL ACTIVITIES WIIBIN mE FED· 
ERAL ELECTION COMMISSION. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There shall be estab
lished within the Federal Election Commis
sion a clearinghouse of public information 
regarding the political activities of foreign 
principals and agents of foreign principals. 

The information comprising this clearing
house shall include only the following: 

(1) All registrations and reports filed pur
suant to the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 
(2 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) during the preceding 5-
year period. 

(2) All registrations and reports filed pur
suant to the Foreign Agents Registration 
Act, as amended (22 U.S.C. 611 et seq.), dur
ing the preceding 5-year period. 

(3) The listings of public hearings, hearing 
witnesses, and witness affiliations printed in 
the Congressional Record during the pre
ceding 5-year period. 

( 4) Public information disclosed pursuant 
to the rules of the Senate or the House of 
Representatives regarding honoraria, the re
ceipt of gifts, travel, and earned and un
earned income. 

(5) All reports filed pursuant to title I of 
the Ethics in Government Act of 1978 (5 
U.S.C. App.) during the preceding 5-year pe
riod. 

(6) AH public information filed with the 
Federal Election Commission pursuant to 
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 
U.S.C. 431 et seq.) during the preceding 5-
year period. 

(b) DISCLOSURE OF OTHER INFORMATION 
PROHIBITED.-The disclosure by the clearing
house, or any officer or emplo,yee thereof, of 
any information other than that set forth in 
subsection (a) is prohibited, except as other
wise provided by law. 

(C) DIRECTOR OF CLEARINGHOUSE.-
(1) DUTIES.-The clearinghouse shall have a 

Director, who shall administer and manage 
the responsibilities and all activities of the 
clearinghouse. In carrying out such duties, 
the Director shall-

(A) develop a filing, coding, and cross-in
dexing system to carry out the purposes of 
this section (which shall include an index of 
all persons identified in the reports, registra
tions, and other information comprising the 
clearinghouse); 

(B) notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, make copies of registrations, reports, 
and other information comprising the clear
inghouse available for public inspection and 
copying, beginning not later than 30 days 
after the information is first available to the 
public, and permit copying of any such reg
istration, report, or other information by 
hand or by copying machine or, at the re
quest of any person, furnish a copy of any 
such registration, report, or other informa
tion upon payment of the cost of making and 
furnishing such copy, except that no infor
mation contained in such registration or re
port and no such other information shall be 
sold or used by any person for the purpose of 
soliciting contributions or for any profit
making purpose; and 

(C) not later than 150 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act and at any time 
thereafter, to prescribe, in consultation with 
the Comptroller General, such rules, regula
tions, and forms, in conformity with the pro
visions of chapter 5 of title 5, United States 
Code, as are necessary to carry out the pro
visions of this section in the most effective 
and efficient manner. 

(2) APPOINTMENT.-The Director shall be 
appointed by the Federal Election Commis
sion. 

(3) TERM OF SERVICE.-The Director shall . 
serve a single term of a period of time deter
mined by the Commission, but not to exceed 
5 years. 

(d) PENALTIES FOR DISCLOSURE OF INFORMA
TION.-Any person who discloses information 
in violation of subsection (b), and any person 
who sells or uses information for the purpose 

of soliciting contributions or for any profit
making purpose in violation of subsection 
(c)(l)(B), shall be imprisoned for a period of 
not more than 1 year, or fined in the amount 
provided in title 18, United States Code, or 
both. 

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary to conduct the ac
tivities of the clearinghouse. 

(f) Foreign Principal: Foreign principal 
shall have the same meaning given the term 
"foreign national" in this section (2 U.S.C. 
441e), as that term was defined on July 31, 
1998. For purpose of this section, the term 
"agent of a foreign principal" shall not in
clude any person organized under or created 
by the laws of the United States or of any 
State or other place subject to the jurisdic
tion of the United States and that has its 
principal place of business within the United 
States. 

Ms. KAPTUR (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the modification be consid
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the gentlewoman 
from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to 
state that, first, this is a fairly com
prehensive amendment, but we are not 
sure whether or not it is in conflict 
with the amendment of the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. GILLMOR). 

So what I am going to be suggesting 
to this Chamber is that we have a vote. 
I will be voting "no" tonight .. I will be 
suggesting that we go over in depth 
line by line the gentlewoman's amend
ment to see if it is an amendment that, 
when we have an actual rollcall vote, it 
will be one that we can accept or not. 
Because the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
GILLMOR) is not here tonight, I am un
comfortable in suggesting that it 
meets the conflict that he had. 

The bottom line is that his amend
ment said that any American citizen 
had a right to contribute. That was im
plicit, and that was whether or not 
they worked for an American company 
or a foreign company. 

Our concern is that a company like, 
for instance, Chrysler, that now has 
significant ownership by German inter
ests, that the employee still be allowed 
to organize a political action com
mittee, still be allowed to contribute, 
still be allowed to fight for things they 
think are important for Chrysler and 
its workers just as the employees of 
Chrysler, to make sure that we have 
that same process that the workers 
have when they organize as well. 

I am not passing judgment because 
we still just are not sure of it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
KELLY). 

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to point out that in my home State of 
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New York nearly 349,000 American citi
zens work for American subsidiaries of 
companies headquartered abroad. 
These are hard-working Americans 
that are employed by American sub
sidiaries of companies; and they, I be
lieve, need to have the right to con
tribute their own money to candidates 
through employer-based PA Cs. It is a 
political right that is granted to all 
American citizens at this time. 

Because we are not certain at this 
time about whether or not this amend
ment will change the amendment of 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
GILLMOR), I want to be certain that we 
have the right to vote on this tomor
row since the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. GILLMOR) is not here. 

I believe that the political rights of 
all Americans should not be deter
mined by where they work. I think it 
should be determined because they are 
American citizens. They should not be 
disenfranchised from the political proc
ess. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, may I in
quire of the Chair how much time I 
have remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
SHAYS) has 2112 minutes remaining. The 
gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) 
has no time remaining. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, evidently, I have mis
interpreted the gentlewoman's amend
ment. I would like for her to describe 
what she thinks her amendment does, 
and I would respond to that. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as 
she may consume to the gentlewoman 
from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) to explain 
what she feels her amendment does and 
does not do. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman very much for yielding 
to me and the gentlewoman from New 
York, because, in consultation with 
both of them, we substantially scaled 
back our original amendment. This 
particular amendment, as modified, 
that we are offering this evening would 
only take the clearinghouse section 
out of the original proposal to collect 
information from the lobbying disclo
sure. 

Mr. SHAYS. Reclaiming my time, 
when the gentlewoman says take it out 
she means she leaves the clearinghouse 
in and take out the other parts? 

Ms. KAPTUR. That is correct. We lift 
that out and we table the remainder of 
the bill. 

The gentleman was saying and the 
gentlewoman from New York was say
ing that Chrysler Corporation employ
ees could not contribute or people 
should not be allowed to contribute. 
We agree that U.S. citizens should be 
allowed to contribute. This amend
ment, as modified, has nothing to do 
with that. All it provides is for disclo
sure as we do with U.S. contributions 

that are currently flowing into cam
paigns. 

We are saying that we want to create 
a clearinghouse at the FEC for all 
these donations. We will do that by re
cording existing information from the 
Lobbying Disclosure Act , from the For
eign Agents Administration. 

Mr. SHAYS. If I can reclaim my 
time, if I can say to the gentlewoman, 
as the amendment is described, I am 
comfortable and I think other Members 
are. I do think it will be healthy to 
have a vote on this tomorrow. I am not 
going to oppose it if there is all yeses. 
I still ask for a rollcall vote. I think it 
is important for us to sit down with the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. GILLMOR) 
and others and make sure that we are 
clear as to our recommended vote to 
our colleagues when they vote on the 
floor. 

0 2310 
So I am not going to oppose the gen

tlewoman's amendment. I would sug
gest we get to a vote, but I will ask for 
a rollcall vote. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman and gentlewoman for 
working with us , and we look forward 
to having the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. GILLMOR) with us very soon here 
in resolving this. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, we will 
have a vote on the floor here tomorrow 
and by then it will be resolved. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempo re (Mr. 
SNOWBARGER). The question is on the 
amendment, as modified, offered by the 
gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) 
to the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute No. 13 offered by the gen
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 442, further proceedings on 
the amendment, as modified, offered by 
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAP
TUR) to the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute No. 13 offered by the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
SHAYS) will be postponed. 

It is now in order to consider amend
ment No. 46 offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan . (Mr. SMITH) to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute No. 13 offered by the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS). Is there 
a designee for Mr. SMITH? 

It is now in order to consider amend
ment No. 47 offered by the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute No. 13 offered by the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS). 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS TO THE 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITU'rE 
NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 
Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment to the amendment in 

the nature of a substitute No. 13 of
fered by the gentleman from Con
necticut (Mr. SHAYS). 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute No. 13 is as follows: 

Amendment No. 47 offered by the gen
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute No. 
13 offered by the gentleman from Con
necticut (Mr. SHAYS): 

Add at the end of title V the following new 
section (and conform the table of contents 
accordingly): 
SEC. 510. CONSPIRACY TO VIOLATE PRESI

DENTIAL CAMPAIGN SPENDING LIM
ITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 9003 of the Inter
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 9003) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

" (g) PROHIBITING CONSPIRACY TO 'VIOLATE 
LIMITS.-

" (!) VIOLATION OF LIMITS DESCRIBED.-If a 
candidate for election to the office of Presi
dent or Vice President who receives amounts 
from the Presidential Election Campaign 
Fund under chapter 95 or 96 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986, or the agent of such a 
candidate, seeks to avoid the spending limits 
applicable to the candidate under such chap
ter or under the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 by soliciting, receiving, transfer
ring, or directing funds from any source 
other than such Fund for the direct or indi
rect benefit of such candidate 's campaign, 
such candidate or agent shall be fined not 
more than $1,000,000, or imprisoned for a 
term of not more than 3 years, or both. 

"(2) CONSPIRACY TO VIOLATE LIMITS DE
FINED.- If two or more persons conspire to 
violate paragraph (1), and one or more of 
such persons do any act to effect the object 
of the conspiracy, each shall be fined not 
more than $1,000,000, or imprisoned for a 
term of not more than 3 years, or both. " 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to elections occurring on or after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the order of the House on Fri
day, July 17, 1998, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. STEARNS), and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. STEARNS). 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to offer this 
amendment because I think after the 
debate that I had concerning legal 
aliens, there was some question that 
came up, and I thought I should at
tempt to amend, offer an amendment 
tonight. It sort of rectifies a problem 
that was raised by the gentleman from 
Samoa (Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA). 

During the debate a couple of weeks 
ago , this amendment that I sponsored 
and also the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. FoSSELLA) sponsored, both of 
them passed overwhelmingly. But 
there was something that was in both 
his amendment and mine that con
cerned me a bit. My amendment 
banned all political contributions from 
Federal, State or local elections from 
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noncitizens, which included resident 
aliens. 

But I realized, Mr. Chairman, during 
the debate that the gentleman from 
Samoa had a very valid point about 
resident aliens who are serving in the 
military. Such permanent residents 
may be drafted, as they were in Viet
nam and other military actions. 

So what I am trying to do tonight is 
to say okay, if one is serving in the 
military, I think one should be able to 
participate. 

So frankly, this amendment seeks to 
rectify the situation with resident 
aliens who serve in the U.S. military, 
which includes the reserves. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEARNS. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair
man, does this make them permanent 
in their status if they served and then 
leave the service, or do they lose their 
right to vote after they have left mili
tary service? 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, if they 
are in the service for 3 years, they 
automatically become U.S. citizens. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair
man, so in other words, at that point 
the issue goes away. 

Mr. STEARNS. No, Mr. Chairman, 
but if during that period for 1 or 2 
years they are serving in the military, 
we are saying we will allow them to 
contribute. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Now, Mr. 
Chairman, if the gentleman will con
tinue to yield, as I remember the gen
tleman's comments from that earlier 
debate, he was also talking about peo
ple who were taxpayers, as many legal 
residents are, who are not citizens. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not remember what I said about tax
payers, other than that I felt that non
U .S. citizens should not be partici
pating, but I think after talking to the 
gentleman from Samoa, I think if they 
served in the military or are presently 
serving in the military, then I think 
that one should have a chance to vote 
on this. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair
man, if the gentleman will yield fur
ther, I certainly do not oppose this. I 
think it makes a bad proposal less bad, 
but I understand that the gentleman 
has the votes on his side, so I certainly 
will not oppose it. In fact, I encourage 
him to offer it. 

But I do think that when we begin to 
think about those things that cause us 
to recognize the contributions of legal 
residents, we should not just stop with 
military service; we should think of all 
of the things they do, including con
tributing in many other ways, as well 
as being taxpayers. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time , I think the amend
ment is pretty simple and it will pass 
overwhelmingly. I think my good 

friend from Samoa had made a good 
point, so I am here really to recognize 
his point and to try to bridge the gap 
with the two amendments that passed, 
and I think that is pretty much my ar
gument tonight. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr. 
WEYGAND) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, really it is a point of 
clarification, and I would like to yield 
to the gentleman. 

Regarding those that have served in 
the military, am I to understand that 
not only those that are presently serv
ing in the military and those that have 
served 3 years and are out of the mili
tary, what about those people who 
have served a year-and-a-half, 2 years, 
and perhaps have not reached the 3-
year period of time? 

Is the gentleman saying that anyone 
who has served, that is a resident, 
could contribute to a campaign? 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, if they are serv
ing in the military. 

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Chairman, pres
ently serving? 

Mr. STEARNS. Presently serving, 
yes. 

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Chairman, so 
that if they have served in Vietnam, in 
Desert Storm, if they have done that, 
but they are now out of the military, 
they are not eligible? 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, that is 
correct. 

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Chairman, I un
derstand the gentleman's effort to try 
to make some amends, but it would 
seem to me that whether one is serving 
presently or one has served in Vietnam 
and one has provided that service to 
this country, the motivation for the 
gentleman's amendment would be in
deed to provide some kind of an allow
ance for someone to contribute to a 
campaign by way of serving in the 
military, and I would think if anyone 
served 5 years ago, 10 years ago or 20 
years ago, they would be eligible for 
the same merits that the gentleman is 
giving to the people who are presently 
serving in the military 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WEYGAND. I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, of 
course, if they served 3 years, then 
they automatically become U.S. citi
zens. So we are trying to bridge here a 
little bit of support. 

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, I understand what 
the gentleman is saying, but if some
one had served only a year-and-a-half, 

who was injured and was discharged 
from the military because of injury or 
something else and does not qualify for 
that 3-year citizenship that the gen
tleman is talking about, and therefore, 
in that case, may be still not an Amer
ican citizen, but have served valiantly 
for this country, perhaps even given 
part of their body for this country, 
would now be eligible to contribute to 
a campaign. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WEYGAND. I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman can certainly offer an 
amendment to change what we have 
passed here on the House floor, but I 
think this amendment goes a long way 
and probably will receive a majority of 
support. 

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Chairman, would 
the gentleman be willing to accept an 
amendment that would allow for some
one who has served in the military, 
been discharged, to be eligible for this 
benefit of contributing to a campaign? 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WEYGAND. I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, prob
ably not, just because I am just going 
to keep this amendment as it stands, 
but I think certainly the gentleman 
could offer his own amendment. 

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, I yield to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts, (Mr. MEE
HAN). 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I think 
my colleague makes a very valid point. 
I thank the gentleman for offering this 
amendment. Clearly, a member of the 
Armed Forces or the Armed Forces Re
serves should have the right to con
tribute to a Federal election. Yet I 
would remind the gentleman that all 
legal permanent residents have the 
right to contribute in Federal cam
paigns, according to the United States 
Supreme Court. 

With this amendment, it seems to me 
the gentleman is making a value judg
ment that legal permanent residents 
who served in the Armed Forces are 
worthy of first amendment protection 
because they laid down their lives for 
this country. But how about those 
legal permanent residents who are doc
tors? They save American lives every 
day. Or how about the legal permanent 
residents who are the parents of those 
young men and women who have lost 
their lives fighting for our country? 
Should they not also be given the full 
protection of the first amendment? 

I do not object to the gentleman's 
amendment, but I do want to point out 
the arbitrary nature of this particular 
exclusion. This amendment is only nec
essary because the gentleman, rightly, 
perceives the inequities of a flat-out 
ban. The problem is, I could think of 
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many worthy exemptions and excep
tions. 

There are so many ways that legal 
permanent residents prove their alle
giance to this government and to the 
United States. Serving in the Armed 
Forces is only one example. But I cer
tainly would accept the gentleman's 
amendment, but I think it is important 
to point out .the injustice of just pick
ing out one small group. 

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to gentleman from California 
(Mr. FARR). 

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair
man I just have a question of how the 
gentleman would manage this, if the 
author would so indulge. One is a legal 
resident of the United States, one is 
here, the law says one is here. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FARR of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, a per
manent legal alien, not a U.S. citizen. 

0 2320 
Mr. FARR of California. The gen

tleman is going to check all of this? 
They are legally here. We do not go 
around every day trying to check 
whether someone is here legally. I 
mean, if they are here legally, they are 
here legally; right? 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not understand the gentleman's argu
ment. 

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair
man, reclaiming my time, the argu
ment is how does the gentleman intend 
to enforce this amendment he is mak
ing? How do we enforce it? How do we 
check from campaign contributions? 
How do we go back to check whether 
the people are permanent residents, 
served in the Armed Forces? I mean, 
just look at the mountain of incredible 
research that we are going to have to 
do on everyone. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. I 
do not think it will be hard to do that, 
because we have Social Security num
bers and we could tell quickly and eas
ily who was in the service. 

Mr. Chairman, the argument of the 
gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr. 
Weygand), he wants to go back to the 
old argument that some wish to allow 
legal permanent aliens to contribute, 
has already been decided. We had a 
vote; 350 Members voted to do that. 
And now we have had two other votes, 
my vote and the vote on the Fossella 
amendment. In three cases now we 
have decided that legal permanent 
aliens should not contribute. 

So my point is that I think it is easy 
to identify. And I think this is a step 
to try and really help the gentleman's 
cause by saying instead of ruling out 
all of them, let the people who are ac
tually serving in the military less than 
3 years have an opportunity to do so. 

And I am surprised that the other side 
objects to giving the military people 
an opportunity to contribute. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
SNOWBARGER). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute No. 13 offered by the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) to 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute No. 13 offered by the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) will be 
postponed. 

It is now in order to consider the 
amendment No. 48 offered by the gen
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) to 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute No. 13 offered by the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS). 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS TO THE 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 
Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment No. 48 offered by Mr. STEARNS 
to the amendment in the nature a substitute 
No. 13 offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

Add at the end of title V the following new 
section (and conform the table of contents 
accordingly): 
SEC. 510. PERMITIING PERMANENT RESIDENT 

ALIENS SERVING IN ARMED FORCES 
TO MAKE CONTRIBUTIONS. 

Section 319 of the Federal Election Cam
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 44le) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub
section: 

"(c) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this title, an individual who is lawfully 
admitted for permanent residence (as defined 
in section 10l(a)(20) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act) and who is a member of the 
Armed Forces (including a reserve compo
nent of the Armed Forces) shall not be sub
ject to the pro hi bi ti on under this section.". 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the order of the House of Friday, 
July 17, 1998, the gentleman from Flor
ida (Mr. STEARNS), and a Member op
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. STEARNS). 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment and 
the next one are generally just a little 
bit more clarification. This one goes to 
the fact that in presidential cam
paigns, oftentimes the folks who are 
running for office intentionally, per-

haps not realizing it or perhaps they 
do, intentionally violate campaign 
spending limits. 

So what I try to do in this amend
ment is to impose criminal penalties. 
My amendment would immediately 
close the current loop that I believe 
has been exploited under the law, 
which is the Federal Election Cam
paign Act. There are strict limitations 
and restrictions on presidential can
didates who voluntarily accept, decide 
to receive public financing for their 
campaigns. The fundamental tenet of 
this law is that presidential candidates 
are eligible to receive funding if they 
comply with expenditure limits and 
other restrictions imposed by law. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment at
tempts to strengthen the law by ensur
ing that the presidential and vice presi
dential candidates do not try to evade 
the limits and restriction under the 
law by intentionally trying to cir
cumvent these rules. 

Of course, the rea.son, Mr. Chairman, 
I rise to offer this amendment is that I 
think myself and others were greatly 
troubled by the evidence that the Fed
eral Elections Campaign Act was inten
tionally violated. I think this came out 
in the hearings in the Senate Com
mittee on Government Affairs when 
they investigated campaign finance 
abuses in 1997. 

The committee underlined the pur
pose of the law by reporting, quote 
"Under FECA, a presidential candidate 
who accepts Federal matching funds 
cannot exceed the applicable expendi
ture limits for the campaign." The in
tent of this, of course, in providing lim
ited Federal funding is to remove the 
candidate from the fund-raising process 
and to prevent the raising of large pri
vate contributions. 

The deal the taxpayers make with 
the candidate is that in exchange for 
their funding, the candidate will fore
swear outside money and therefore 
make it less likely that the election 
will be influe~ced or appear to be influ
enced by big money. 

Now the Senate Committee on Gov
ernment Affairs found a great deal in 
their report. And, of course, the White 
House was cited several times. If I 
may, Mr. Chairman, I would like to re
port what the committee said. 

During the 1996 election cycle, the 
White House was very close to the DNC 
and they tried to micromanage it. Har
old Ickes, then Deputy Chief of Staff to 
the President, simply seized the reins 
of financial power and went about ex
erting direct control over the DNC's fi
nance division. 

Now, this is the type of thing we are 
trying to stop. I will not go through 
and read a lot of the testimony in 
there, because I am not here to point 
fingers at one side or the other. I am 
just trying to convince my colleagues 
of the need to put in place the pen
alties in this amendment. 
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Mr. Chairman, I think in short, 

though, most of us would agree that 
there were some evidence of collusion 
here. The purpose of our amendment 
here is to prevent this. The committee 
concluded that, " In the matter before 
us, the clear purpose of the law was cir
cumvented. " I mean, that is what they 
said. That is why I believe we need to 
protect the Federal Election Campaign 
Act. 

We cannot allow the limits and re
strictions in the law to be cir
cumvented while candidates receiving 
public financing abuse the system in 
order to gain advantage over their op
ponent. 

So in a sense what we tried to do is 
do the following: By putting in place 
that if a candidate or agent seeks to 
avoid the limits and restrictions by so
liciting, receiving, transferring, or di
recting funds from any source other 
than the presidential election cam
paign fund for the direct or indirect 
benefit of such candidate's campaign, 
then the candidate , Mr. Chairman, or 
the agent shall be fined not more than 
$1 million or imprisoned for a term of 
not more than 3 years, or both. 

So in essence, Mr. Chairman, what I 
have done is put in a penalty. I think 
that we have had the history of this, so 
I urge my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to take the time 
reserved for anyone opposed to the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempo re. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the amendment? 

Mr. MEEHAN. No, but I would ask to 
take the time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MEEHAN)? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempo re. The 

gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MEEHAN) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this would ban any 
presidential or vice presidential can
didate who receives public funding 
from raising soft money. While we sup
port the gentleman's position, this 
amendment is really unnecessary in 
the context of the Shays-Meehan bill. 

Not only does the Shays-Meehan bill 
ban soft money in Federal elections, 
but the Shays-Meehan bill expressly 
prohibits Federal candidates, office 
holders, and agents of Federal can
didates and office holders from solic
iting, receiving, directing, transferring 
or spending soft money on behalf of 
any other Federal candidates or office 
holders. 

So, the Shays-Meehan bill takes care 
of exactly what the problems were in 
the last presidential election on both 
sides and both parties. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask the gen
tleman, he had an amendment pass just 
now. We are going to vote tomorrow. 
And this amendment I think we are 
going to agree to. And so certainly the 
gentleman from Florida, my friend 
from Florida is getting his amend
ments passed. Does this mean the gen
tleman is going to support and join the 
majority of Members here and support 
us in passing the Shays-Meehan bill 
that has such strong bipartisan sup
port? Which, by the way, I have to say 
in all of the years we have been work
ing on campaign finance reform, my 
colleague cannot look at any evening 
and have witnessed any more broad
based, incredible success and support 
for our legislation than this evening. 

Mr. Chairman, I was wondering if the 
gentleman has decided to join us in our 
efforts. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MEEHAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, as the 
gentleman knows, there are a lot more 
amendments to come. Also, several 
amendments I voted for today were de
feated. I think the Goodlatte amend
ment is a good example. 

So I think this campaign finance bill 
is still in doubt. I think there are lots 
of areas that need to be improved, and 
frankly we have other substitutes and 
other bills that are going to be offered 
that I think we should look at. 

I think it is premature to talk about 
that. I would remind the gentleman 
from Massachusetts that I think what 
he has to worry about is the executive 
branch micromanaging either the DNC, 
or either party. 

0 2330 
Mr. MEEHAN. Reclaiming my time, 

Mr. Chairman, what we on this side 
and both sides who are fighting for 
campaign finance reform, what we have 
to worry about is making sure we get 
as many votes as we can. I am de
lighted that we are going to accept a 
couple of your amendments, but I just 
want to illustrate the point that ulti
mately you are not going to support 
our bill, which is unfortunate. But I 
will point out, this evening we had sev
eral historic votes, broad bipartisan 
support to defeat poison pill amend
ments. 

I am encouraged, I think my col
leagues who are here are encouraged 
with the tremendous support. We look 
forward to dealing tomorrow with the 
remaining amendments and voting yes 
on those amendments that we are ac
cepting and voting no on those amend
ments which would destroy the unique 
and historic bipartisan coalition that 
we have in support of our legislation. 

I look forward to getting through the 
amendments this evening. We are mov
ing along slowly but surely. I am de
lighted at how well things are going 
this evening. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Judging from the information given 
by my colleague, I assume he is sup
porting my amendment. I think that 
the idea of putting penalties in place is 
important. I think the whole idea of 
the executive branch micromanaging 
any other area of the campaign financ
ing operations is what we are trying to 
prevent. I would say to my colleague 
that I appreciate his support. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempo re (Mr. 
SNOWBARGER). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute No. 13 offered by the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS). 

The amendment to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute was agreed 
to. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is 
now in order to consider amendment 
No. 49 offered by the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. STEARNS) to the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute No. 
13 offered by the gentleman from Con
necticut (Mr. SHAYS). 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS TO THE 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 
Mr-. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment No. 49 offered by Mr. STEARNS 
to the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute No. 13 offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

Add at the end of title V the following new 
section (and conform the table of contents 
accordingly): 
SEC. 510. ENFORCEMENT OF SPENDING LIMIT ON 

PRESIDENTIAL AND VICE PRESI· 
DENTIAL CANDIDATES WHO RE· 
CEIVE PUBLIC FINANCING. 

(A) IN GENERAL.-Section 9003 of the Inter
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 9003) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(f) ILLEGAL SOLICITATION OF SO.FT 
MONEY.-No candidate for election to the of
fice of President or Vice President may re
ceive amounts from the Presidential Elec
tion Campaign Fund under this chapter or 
chapter 96 unless the candidate certifies that 
the candidate shall not solicit any funds for 
the purposes of influencing such election, in
cluding any funds used for an independent 
expenditure under the Federal Election Cam
paign Act of 1971 , unless the funds are sub
ject to the limitations, prohibitions, and re
porting requirements of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971. " . 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.- The amendment 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to elections occurring on or after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the order of the House of Friday, 
July 17, 1998, the gentleman from Flor
ida (Mr. STEARNS) and a Member op
posed, each will control 5 minutes. 
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Florida (Mr. STEARNS). 
Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
This amendment is similar to the 

other one except we ask that can
didates certify their intent. Let me 
just read a portion of this so we can 
clarify it: 

No candidate for election to the of
fice of President or Vice President may 
receive amounts from the Presidential 
Election Campaign Fund unless the 
candidate certifies that the candidate 
shall not solicit any funds for the pur
pose of influencing such election, in
cluding any funds used for an inde
pendent expenditure, unless the funds 
are subject to the limitations, prohibi
tions and reporting requirements under 
the law. 

The reason I offer this amendment, of 
course, is that, again, some of the tes
timony in the Senate hearing that 
brought forth the clear intent. And so 
we need to establish that a candidate 
for President and Vice President will 
certify that they are going to comply 
and that they have a full under
standing so that they cannot use rig
orous, specious logic to say they were 
not aware. 

There was a lot of testimony that 
came out from Dick Morris, which I 
have here, and I will, Mr. Chairman, in
clude Dick Morris's testimony as a 
part of the RECORD so I do not have to 
read the whole thing. 

I just would like to summarize some 
of the things that he testified to that 
committee and that is why I think the 
certification is required. 

The President reviewed and modified 
and approved all advertising copy, re
viewed and adjusted and approved 
media time buys, reviewed and modi
fied polling questions, received brief
ings on and analyzed polling results. 

So the President had significant in
volvement with the DNC media con
sultants in the area of polling, adver
tising, speech writing, legislation 
strategy and general policy advice. 

I think that is, frankly, what the 
Shays-Meehan bill is trying to prevent. 
I am hopeful that my colleagues will 
support this amendment and ask that 
the candidates who do run for Presi
dent and Vice President will certify so 
that they have a full understanding be
fore they go into this what their roles 
will be. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. MEEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim the time 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MEEHAN) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MEEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

I think we can support this amend
ment, although I was a little concerned 
when you indicated you are going to 
read into the RECORD some of Dick 
Morris ' words. It makes me a little 
nervous as to whether or not we really 
support the amendment. 

Everything sounded great until we 
got to that. I get a little concerned 
about which statements from Dick 
Morris were going to be read into the 
RECORD, but, in any event, we gen
erally support the amendment. 

I think that the Shays-Meehan legis
lation addresses precisely the matter 
that you are concerned about. I do not 
know that it does address matters that 
Dick Morris may be concerned about, 
but in any event we are delighted to 
accept the amendment, notwith
standing the statements of Mr. Morris 
that have been submitted into the 
RECORD. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the reason I men
tioned Dick Morris was just to give an 
example of what occurred, and I think 
the folks realize that he was the prin
cipal advisor to the President and basi
cally they started running these ads 
that were constantly lauding the Presi
dent all around the country and his 
record and running specific issue ads, 
and the problem was funding those ads. 

So I am not categorically going after 
Mr. Morris or anybody but other than 
to say this is a clear example of what 
the committee on the Senate was talk
ing about, which we need to prevent. 

The problem of funding these ads got 
very difficult and where they got the 
money is where they started to get 
into the micromanaging. So putting 
this in the record is important to es
tablish a reason why you support this 
amendment and why I support this 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. · 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 15 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman makes 
some very good points. I have no idea 
why the President ever hired Dick Mor
ris to begin with. After· so many Repub
lican campaigns, I have no idea why he 
did hire him. I think when the history 
books are written, the President will 
regret ever having hired him. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I think Congress 
needs to strengthen the law by pre
venting the type of activity that Dick 
Morris mentioned in his testimony. 
This type of abuse should be prevented 
from ever happening again in presi
dential campaigns, and I urge my col
leagues to support the amendment. 

The infamous Dick Morris testified to the 
Committee that, 

The President had significant involvement 
with the DNC media consultants in the areas 

of polling, advertising, speech-writing, legis
lation strategy, and general policy advice. 
The President: (1) reviewed, modified and ap
proved all advertising copy; (2) reviewed, ad
justed and approved media time buys; (3) re
viewed and modified polling questions; and 
(4) received briefings on the analyzed polling 
results. 

A significant amount of the polling work 
the consultants performed for the President 
" related to substantive issues in connection 
with his job as President, but is (also) could 
be considered political." The President 
wanted to keep total control over the adver
tising campaign designed by Morris and the 
DNC media consultants. 

The defenders of the President will argue 
that this is not a violation of the letter of the 
law under the Federal Election Campaign Act, 
but this intertwined coordination between the 
President, his political advisors, and DNC 
media consultants is certainly a violation of the 
spirit of the law .. 

Congress needs to strengthen the law by 
preventing this type of abuse from happening 
again during another presidential campaign. I 
urge my colleagues to support this amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
as much time as she may consume to 
the gentlewoman from Michigan (Ms. 
RIVERS). 

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, a few 
weeks ago when we were discussing 
campaign finance abuses, I spent some 
time on the floor talking about a sys
tem that has been developed over time 
by both parties, where blame really 
needs to go, to both parties, and 
change really has to come from both 
parties. 

So I listened with some interest to
night when the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. STEARNS) was making his com
ments, because my recollection is 
there is, in addition to investigations 
going on around the Clinton-Gore cam
paign, there is currently an investiga
tion going on around the Dole-Kemp 
campaign for their micromanagement 
of their money and coordination of 
their efforts in the campaign issues. 

So I think what we need to do is to 
go back to the very place I started sev
eral weeks ago, which is we have a 
campaign system that has been built 
by both parties that does not work 
anymore, that has to be changed by 
people on both parties. 

I applaud the fact that the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) is now in
terested in soft money and very inter
ested in making sure that some people 
in the system do not abuse soft money. 

Those of us that are part of the re
form group want to make sure that no 
one in the system abuses soft money, 
and I would invite the gentleman from 
Florida to join us in supporting a ban 
on all soft money, and then we would 
not have worry about whose words 
have to be read into the RECORD. Then 
we would know that no one is going to 
engage in the kind of behavior that we 
all find offensive. 
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Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, I would just add on 

that, there is still a lot of room left on 
this Shays-Meehan bandwagon, and we 
would love to have you joining with us 
in abolishing soft money, sham issue 
ads, giving the FEC the teeth that they 
need to enforce the election laws that 
are on the book. 
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We are very, very proud of the Mem
bers on both sides of the aisle that 
have demonstrated I think this evening 
on a number of votes wonderful sup
port, Republicans, Democrats, conserv
atives, liberals. There is still plenty of 
room on this bandwagon as we roll to a 
majority vote by the Members of this 
body coming early next week. We 
would encourage the gentleman to join 
with us on those votes. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
SNOWBARGER). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute No. 13 offered by the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 442, further 
proceedings on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
STEARNS) to the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute offered by the gen
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) 
will be postponed. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is 
now in order to consider amendment 
No. 50. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WHITFIELD TO 

THE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUB
STITUTE NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 
Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment No. 50 offered by Mr. 
WHITFIELD to the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute No. 13 offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

Add at the end of title I the following new 
section (and conform the table of contents 
accordingly): 
SEC. UM. INCREASE IN CONTRIBUTION LIMIT 

FOR CONTRIBUTIONS TO CAN
DIDATES BY PERSONS OTHER THAN 
PACS. 

Section 315(a)(l)(A) of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(l)(A)) 
is amended by striking " Sl,000") and insert
ing " $3,000" . 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the order of the House of Friday, 
July 17, 1998, the gentleman from Ken
tucky (Mr. WHITFIELD) and the gen-

tleman from Tennessee (Mr. WAMP) 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kentucky (Mr. WIDTFIELD). 

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. As we conclude the debate on 
this important legislation, I have been 
very pleased with the debate that has 
been a long and lengthy debate and I 
think we have covered about every as
pect of campaign finance that one can 
cover. The advocates for campaign fi
nance have talked a lot about special 
interests. They have talked a lot about 
sham ads. They have talked a lot about 
too much money. They have talked 
about inadequate disclosure. We have 
said many times, I guess, that special 
interest depends on who supports you 
and who does not; and sham ads if you 
do not like it, maybe it is a sham ad. 
So those are valid reasons that people 
have for supporting this legislation. 

I have told some people, and I firmly 
believe this, that one of the unintended 
consequences of this act is to protect 
incumbents. The amendment that I am 
offering is to try to help alleviate the 
burden that is placed on people running 
for Congress the first time. I think all 
of us know that about 80 percent of the 
political action committee money goes 
to incumbents. One thing about the 
Shays-Meehan bill, it does not do any
thing about the way candidates raise 
their money or spend their money. It 
applies only to the way other groups 
out in the country spend their money 
and participate in the political system. 

This is a very simple amendment in 
that it increases the amount that an 
individual can give a candidate from 
Sl,000 to $3,000. Now, this contribution 
limit was set in 1974. When you con
sider inflation, it is worth in today's 
dollars $325 instead of the $1,000 that 
was in 1974. But I would ask that Mem
bers give some serious thought to this, 
because, as I said, 80 percent of polit
ical action committee money goes to 
incumbents. All of us know the first 
time that we ran, it is very difficult to 
raise the money. If we can increase the 
amount that an individual can con
tribute from Sl,000 to $3,000, I think it 
will go a long way in making this a 
more equitable system, particularly for 
those very few candidates, one of which 
may be on the floor this evening, who 
do not accept political action com
mittee money. This kind of evens the 
playing field, and that is really my 
purpose in introducing this amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. I 
may be uniquely qualified to address 
this amendment because, as the gen
tleman from Kentucky knows, he and I 
got here together in early 1995 and 
within just a few weeks, I had a bill on 
the floor called the Wamp Congress Act 

of 1995. I think the gentleman from 
Kentucky was probably one of my co
sponsors, which actually did in fact in
crease the individual contribution 
limit. But over the last 4 years as I 
have worked this body on both sides of 
the aisle to try to build consensus 
around this issue of campaign reform, 
knowing that there were land mines 
throughout the entire process and 
knowing that this fundamental system 
has not been changed since Watergate 
because there are too many good ways 
to kill it, I looked for a consensus 
around a few principles, and that is 
what we have on the floor tonight rep
resented in Shays-Meehan. That is why 
I reluctantly oppose the gentleman's 
amendment. Because there is an intel
lectual argument to be made for the 
fact that an individual contribution in 
1974 is actually worth about $3,000 
today, but the fact is there is not much 
support in this body for raising indi
vidual contribution limits, and none of 
us can be king for a day. If I were king 
for a day, I would have my own bill 
here and it would be much different 
than what we have. But this process is 
a process of compromise and consensus. 
We are looking for a majority, espe
cially a bipartisan majority, so that we 
can actually accomplish something 
that has not been accomplished in a 
generation because there are too many 
ways to chop the legs out from under
neath this particular issue, because 
this one issue is the issue that is at the 
heart of whether or not we can stay in 
power as Members of Congress, and 
that is why the oldest trick in this 
business is to put something on the 
floor and promote it, that then every
body can say, "Well, I supported that 
but I didn't support this, therefore, I 
didn't support final passage" and we 
never get reform. 

That is why I rise today even though 
I did support this principle early in my 
career here, knowing that there is no 
support here for that, and we cannot 
add it to this bill because frankly it is 
one of the things that will sink the 
boat. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from California .(Mr. 
FARR). 

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to this amend
ment because I cannot understand 
what is broken and needs fixing. This 
amendment suggests that there is not 
enough money in campaigns. This 
whole debate, this whole process start
ed when we tried to put limits on what 
candidates running for a seat in Con
gress would spend in campaigns. They 
still have that comprehensive bill on 
the floor. That is the way this bill 
started out. Nowhere were we going to 
try to get more money into campaigns. 
And just to show you that only .1 per
cent of the American people, about 235 
individuals gave contributions of Sl,000 
or more in 1995 and 1996 to Federal can
didates and to P ACs and parties that 
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support candidates. Yet this group 
gave as much money for Federal elec
tions, $638 million, as the millions who 
gave under $200. 

This is not the part of the campaign 
finance system that is broken and 
needs fixing, to get more money into 
the system. In fact, this amendment, 
as well-intentioned as the author may 
be on it, is a poison pill. It is opposed 
by all of those groups that advocated 
for campaign finance reform, including 
League of Women Voters, Public Cit
izen, Common Cause, the U.S. PIRG 
and others. 

I ask my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment, because it is not going to 
help get the Shays-Meehan bill passed, 
and it is not going to help the percep
tion of the American public that we 
need to have more money and bigger 
contributions in campaigns. 

Mr. W AMP. Mr. Chairman, recog
nizing that the gentleman from Ken
tucky has the right to close, I yield the 
balance of my time to the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS). 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I just 
would like to say that Meehan-Shays 
does three primary things: It bans soft 
money, the unlimited sums of money 
that go from individuals, corporations, 
labor unions and other interest groups; 
it deals with the sham issue ads and 
calls them what they should, campaign 
ads; and it also has FEC enforcement 
and disclosure. 

It does not have a lot of things. We 
did not deal with issues that some 
Members would like us to deal with, in
state, out-of-state. It does not deal 
with motor voter and Voter Rights 
Act. There are a number of things we 
do not do. We do not deal maybe with 
the need to increase PAC contributions 
or individual contributions but this 
only limits and allows individual con
tributions to be increased, and I would 
oppose it. 

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. I 
want to quote Justice Thurgood Mar
shall whom I do not think anyone 
could say is a very conservative judge, 
but in Buckley v. Valeo he said, " One 
of the points on which all Members of 
the Court agree is that money is essen
tial to effective communication in a 
political campaign.'' 
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And we do live in a world where it 

costs a lot of money to buy TV ads, to 
buy newspaper ads, to buy radio ads, 
and I guess I am not surprised that in
cumbents would not support this be
cause it would be easier for opponents 
to raise money if they raised the 
amount that an individual can give. 

And we talked about the groups that 
supported Shays-Meehan, and one of 
those groups is Public Campaign that 
has been running newspaper ads in my 
district against me for the last day or 
two and also in the Washington Post; 

and, as I said earlier, I did not particu
larly like it, but I think they have a 
right to do that. That is an issue ad in 
my view. I think they have a right to 
do that, but they really pounded me be
cause they said, " ED WHITFIELD is try
ing to triple the amount of money that 
an individual can give," and yet I find 
it quite ironic that one of their largest 
contributors is a guy named Mr. Salls, 
who is one of the wealthiest men in the 
world. He contributes heavily to them. 

So I guess that sometimes it just de
pends upon who gives the money, but I 
think that we are doing a great dis
service to our political system if we 
prevent individuals from giving up to 
$3,000 to candidates that they have con
fidence in, that they believe in and 
they want to support, particularly 
when they know that challengers are 
not going to receive political action 
committee money. 

So I would urge the adoption of this 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
SNOWBARGER). All time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Ken
tucky (Mr. WHITFIELD) to the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute No. 
13 offered by the gentleman from Con
necticut (Mr. SHAYS.) 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 442, further 
proceedings on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. 
WHITFIELD) to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute No. 13 offered by 
Mr. SHAYS will be postponed. 

It is now in order to consider Amend
ment No. 51 offered by the gentleman 
from Kentucky (Mr. WHITFIELD). 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WHITFIELD TO 

THE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUB
STITUTE NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 
Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment to 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The text of the amendment to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute is as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. WHITFIELD to 
the amendment in the nature of a substitute 
No. 13 offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

Amend section 301(20)(A) of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as added by 
section 201(b) of the substitute, to read as 
follows: 

"(A) IN GENERAL.-The term 'express advo
cacy' means a communication that advo
cates the election or defeat of a candidate by 
containing a phrase such as 'vote for', ' re
elect', 'support', 'cast your ballot for', 
'(name of candidate) for Congress', '(name of 
candidate) in 1997', 'vote against', 'defeat', 
'reject '." 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the order of the House of Friday, 

July 17, 1998, the gentleman from Ken
tucky (Mr. WHITFIELD) and a Member 
opposed will each control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kentucky (Mr. WHITFIELD). 

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment sim
ply defines " express advocacy" using 
the exact terms that the Supreme 
Court has used repeatedly in defining 
express advocacy. This issue goes . to 
the very core, the very heart, of what 
this debate is about because the Shays
Meehan bill expands the definition of 
" express advocacy". And when we ex
pand the definition of "express advo
cacy, " we automatically increase the 
opportunities for hard money to be 
spent and decrease the opportunities 
for individuals to spend money who do 
not have political action committees, 
who have not hired lawyers to file all 
the reports with the FEC, and I think 
it is going to be a chilling effect upon 
the participation and the political sys
tem. 

Now Shays-Meehan expands the defi
nition in a number of ways way beyond 
what the Supreme Court has said. One 
way that they do it is they say if an ad 
refers to one or more clearly-identified 
candidates in a paid advertisement 
that is broadcast by a radio broadcast 
station or a television broadcast sta
tion within 60 calendar days preceding 
the date of an election of the can
didate, that that is express advocacy. 
And in essence what they are doing 
here at a time when people focus on po
litical campaigns, as we get closer to 
the election, people focus on it, and 
that is when we have groups like the 
Sierra Club, the Right to Life, Pro
choice, labor unions; all these groups 
take out ads, and they talk about vot
ing records of candidates as you get 
within 60 days of an election. 

Under this bill , they will not be able 
to run those ads unless they had raised 
the money under the hard money rules. 
In other words, they would be totally 
caught up in the rules of the Federal 
Election Commission. They would have 
to meet all the requirements of the 
Federal Election Commission, have to 
meet all of the limits, all of the finan
cial disclosures. And the courts have 
repeatedly said that that is a very 
chilling effect on the participation of 
people in the political process, and the 
courts have repeatedly said that the 
very core of our system is to allow par
ticipation, and this definition explic
itly makes it more difficult to partici
pate. 

And the thing that I find the most 
troubling about it in this particular 
section is that when we get down to the 
end of the campaign, the only people 
that are going to be talking about 
these campaigns are the candidates 
themselves, the money that they spend 
for our ads. Then we are going to have 
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political action committees, that they 
can buy ads, and then we are going to 
have the news media doing editorials 
on who they support. 

But the mass of people out there who 
belong to organizations, they are not 
going to have much say-so unless they 
want to go through all of this trouble, 
all of this burden of forming a political 
action committee, raising money, hir
ing lawyers, filing reports and so forth. 

So I am very disappointed, I am ex
tremely disappointed, in the way they 
expand the definition of "express advo
cacy," and my amendment simply 
brings it down to precisely what the 
Supreme Court has said: a bright line 
test so there is no question about what 
is and what is not express advocacy. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to claim the time in opposition. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the amendment? 

Mr. CAMPBELL. I am. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman from California (Mr. CAMP
BELL) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, the 
words kill. It is the spirit that giveth 
life. The Scriptural reference applies to 
this part of the bill. 

My good dear friend from Kentucky 
has given us the words, and he says 
that all that may be condemned are 
those ads which are so explicit in using 
words that they qualify in his defini
tion as express advocacy. But what 
about the spirit that giveth life? What 
about ads that, in every other mean
ing, affect intent, purpose, are an ex
press advocacy ad, but they are clever 
enough not to use the word "vote for" 
or "vote against?" 

This kind of abuse has been docu
mented so many times in this debate 
that it is unnecessary to go too much 
into detail, but I refer all of my col
leagues to the examples that have been 
raised regarding such comments as 
President Bill Clinton has done these 
wonderful things, but we do not at the 
end say "Vote for President Bill Clin
ton." Senator Bob Dole has done these 
wonderful things, great American, but 
at the end we do not say "Vote for Bob 
Dole." 

It is the most gravid interpretation 
of campaign advocacy to say that only 
those ads that actually use the word 
"vote for" or "vote against" are ex
press advocacy. 

Second point: The gentleman inten
tionally strikes from this bill the pro
hibition on using undisclosed money, 
money from whom no one knows the 
source for advertisements that men
tion the name of the candidate on radio 
and television in the last 60 days of a 
campaign. 

What is wrong with disclosure? Our 
good friend and colleague argues that 
disclosure chills. Not at all. In other 
contexts those who have been advo-

eating against the Shays-Meehan bill 
have said all we need is disclosure. In
deed that was the view of many of our 
colleagues. 

The Supreme Court's interpretations 
of disclosure certainly have identified 
the concern about membership in 
NAACP, for example, at a time when 
that civil rights group was under a 
great degree of strain in our country 
but have never said that it is chilling 
for the American people to know what 
source of money puts an ad on 60 days 
before the election using the name of 
the candidate and hiding the identity 
of the donor. 
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Yet that would be struck by the pro

posal of our good friend, the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

The Supreme Court has actually 
opined in an area very close to this in 
the matter before us, in Massachusetts 
Committee For Life. In Massachusetts 
Committee For Life, the Supreme 
Court says that publication at issue 
there, quote, "cannot be regarded as a 
mere discussion of public issues that, 
by their nature, raise the names of cer
tain politicians. Rather, it provides, in 
effect, an explicit directive for these 
named candidates. The fact that this 
message is marginally less direct than 
'vote for Smith' does not change its es
sential nature." End quote. 

The Supreme Court has told us it is 
the spirit that giveth l~fe when the 
words can kill. We have heard this ar
gument many times. At this point, it is 
appropriate, I think, to recognize the 
fundamental difference between people 
of goodwill. 

I have the highest regard for the gen
tleman from Kentucky. He is sincere. 
He would not make the campaign fi
nance reform that is needed, the cam
paign finance reform that is at the 
heart of Shays-Meehan, and that is 
that the American people know who is 
paying for ads that are campaign ads in 
every sense. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the Chair tell me how much time I 
have remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
SNOWBARGER). The gentleman from 
California (Mr. CAMPBELL) has 1 
minute remaining. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Cali
fornia. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair
man, I have been reading the gentle
man's amendment, and I think that I 
can come up with a number of phrases 
that would apparently be permitted 
but which, under his amendment, 
would be very questionable. 

Think of words like "Think Joe 
Smith" or "Joe Smith thinks about 

our Nation's future every day" or "Joe 
Smith, the 1st District's Congressman" 
or on the crime theme, "Joe Smith 
voted yes on the crime bill," "Joe 
Smith was sponsor of the crime bill," 
"Joe Smith is tough on crime." 

All of these would be passing muster 
under the amendment that the gen
tleman from Kentucky offers. I think 
that they all have a clear purpose and 
intent. But under this amendment, 
they would be permitted. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, all that we ask is 
that we know who is paying for these 
ads, not that they be stopped. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN). 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I admire 
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. 
WHITFIELD) for his persistence. This is 
the sixth, seventh time. Do we have to 
beat him again? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempo re. The 
gentleman's time is expired. 

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all, we keep 
talking about disclosure. As I said be
fore, when the labor unions ran ads 
against me last time on television, 
every ad said "Paid for by AFL-CIO." 
The Federal Communication Commis
sion requires that on television that we 
know who pays for these ads. 

It is interesting the public campaign 
group is running these ads all over the 
country right now. We do not really 
know who pays for those ads either, 
but they have a right to do it. 

In closing, I would simply say the 
third expansion of express advocacy in 
this bill has already explicitly been de
clared unconstitutional by the Su
preme Court in FEC versus Maine 
Right To Life. The exact wording is in 
here, already been declared unconstitu
tional. 

I just think it is a shame that we 
spend this much time on a bill that 
most people that have reviewed it, that 
have taken cases to the Supreme 
Court, say will be declared unconstitu
tional. Also, I think it shows very 
clearly that this really is an incumbent 
protection .act. I would ask for the 
adoption of my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All 
time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Ken
tucky (Mr. WHITFIELD) to the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute No. 
13 offered by the gentleman from Con
necticut (Mr. SHAYS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 442, further 
proceedings on the -amendment offered 
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by the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. 
WHITFIELD) to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute No. 13 offered by 
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
SHAYS) will be postponed. 

It is now in order to consider Amend
ment No. 52 offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. ENGLISH). 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ENGLISH OF 

PENNSYLVANIA TO THE AMENDMENT IN THE 
NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE NO. 13 OFFERED BY 
MR. SHAYS 
Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. ENGLISH of 
Pennsylvania to the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute No. 13 offered by Mr. 
SHAYS: 

Add at the end of title V the following new 
section (and conform the table of contents 
accordingly): 
SEC. 510. PROHIBITING BUNDLING OF CONTRIBU· 

TIO NS. 
Section 315(a)(8) of the Federal Election 

Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 44la(a)(8)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

" (8) No person may make a contribution 
through an intermediary or conduit, except 
that a person may facilitate a contribution 
by providing-

"(A) advice to another person as to how 
the other person may make a contribution; 
and 

" (B) addressed mailing material or similar 
items to another person for use by the other 
person in making a contribution.". 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the order of the House of Friday, 
July 17, 1998, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania (Mr. ENGLISH) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. ENGLISH). 

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

I rise to offer an amendment that 
speaks to an issue fundamental to cam
paign finance reform, one that would 
close a gaping loophole in the existing 
campaign laws through which a torrent 
of special interest cash has poured in 
every recent election. 

My amendment is a' basic reform of 
the current system and something that 
the Shays-Meehan substitute unfortu
nately does not address. 

Bundling is the process by which spe
cial interest groups solicit funds from 
donors around the country and then de
liver the money in large bundles. It is 
a way of avoiding limits on donations 
to campaigns. 

The Center for Responsive Politics 
identified at least 32 bundles in excess 
of $20,000 that went to House Members 
during the 1994 election cycle. The cen
ter surveying this practice wrote that 
bundling is " as predictable as the sun
rise." This practice undermines the 
whole established structure of cam
paign finance. 

My amendment simply states that 
intermediaries cannot engage in this 
practice. They can only provide advice 
to individuals about making a con
tribution. 

In the past, opposition to bundling 
was close to a consensus issue among 
supporters of campaign finance reform. 
In the past, most campaign finance re
form proposals have included some 
kind of antibundling language; indeed, 
earlier versions of Shays-Meehan in
cluded bundling restrictions. 

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor 
of this amendment, to close this ter
rible conduit for cash. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim the 5 min
utes. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is the 
gentlewoman opposed to the amend
ment? 

Ms. DELAURO. Yes, I am. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempo re. Is 

there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO) for 5 min
utes. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I rise in strong opposition to the 
English amendment. Three years ago 
when campaign finance reformers 
started out to change the American 
election system, our goal was to try to 
increase the number of participants in 
the political process and to take elec
tions out of the hands of the big-money 
special interests. 

This amendment would, in fact, do 
just the opposite. It would rob Ameri
cans of an essential tool in leveling the 
political playing field. It effectively 
prevents bundling, which lets ordinary 
Americans with limited resources pool 
their funds together into a single con
tribution and put themselves on equal 
footing with the more well-heeled po
litical interests. It also would allow 
corporate officers to host campaign 
functions for candidates and collect 
checks. 

I give you an example of women in 
politics. Today, thanks to coordinated 
grassroots efforts , over 45,000 members 
of EMILY'S List, who on average have 
contributed less than $100 per can
didate, they had an opportunity to tri
ple the number of women who serve in 
this body. 

There is EMILY'S list on the Demo
cratic side of the aisle. There is a group 
called Wish List on the Republican side 
of the aisle which, in fact, is looking at 
how we, in fact , change the face of the 
Congress and bring new people into the 
process and bring women, women of 
color into the process in this body. 
That has been accomplished by these 
groups. 

The ability to pool political dona
tions helps put average Americans on 
equal footing with the wealthiest of in
terests. This benefits everyone, regard
less of what side of the political spec
trum we may fall, self-employed men 
and women who sell Amway products, 
local environmentalists who partici
pate in the League of Conservation 
Voters. I mentioned Wish List, the Na
tional Jewish Democratic Council, 
Council for a Livable World. 

The English amendment cripples 
such organizations. It prevents ordi
nary voters from uniting together as 
significant political forces. What we 
want to do is to get more people in the 
process, not less people. The English 
amendment would cripple that process. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I am prepared to close. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman has the right to close. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, may I 
inquire how much time I have remain
ing? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
has 21/2 minutes remaining. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Michi
gan (Ms. RIVERS). 

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I found 
it very interesting to hear the com
ments from the gentleman from Penn
sylvania because I was very concerned 
when this came forward about what 
evil was trying to be remedied by this 
particular amendment. 

What the gentleman had to say does 
not square with my personal experi
ence and my understanding of this sys
tem of contributing to campaigns. 
Number one, these are small donors, 
small donations. EMILY'S List, for ex
ample, has 45,000 members from all 50 
States, and they have made an average 
contribution of less than $100 per time. 

There is no ability to exceed cam
paign limits. All individual limits are 
counted in the aggregate. For any indi
vidual donor anywhere in the country, 
they cannot exceed the campaign lim
its put in place on any other donor. It 
simply is not true. 

The other thing is that all of this 
money is fully disclosed twice, once 
when the donation is made to the bun
dling organization and secondly when 
the candidate receives it. So any indi
vidual who is interested in following 
this money can do to a much greater 
degree than any other campaign con
tributions that a candidate will get. 
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Again, I have to say, what is the evil 

that is to be remedied by this, unless, 
of course, that there are more women 
in Congress. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
SNOWBARGER). The gentlewoman from 
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Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO) has 1112 
minutes remaining. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 ·minute to the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. FAZIO). 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair
man, I thank my friend for yielding. 

I think if we look at this amendment, 
it is obviously flawed in one sense, and 
that is that it only covers hard dollars. 
Triad Management is an organization 
that has gone out and organized all 
kinds of soft money bundling activi
ties, including an entity called Citizens 
for the Republic Education Fund, 
which gave $2 million in the final 
weeks of the 1996 campaign to Repub
lican candidates in targeted races all 
across the country. One of them hap
pened to be, by the way, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. ENGLISH). 

I am wondering why this amendment 
is directed only at small donors, large
ly, who are contributing through proc
esses we have just heard described as 
hard dollars, to the campaigns of can
didates. We ought to be attacking soft 
dollars that are flowing in, bundled by 
organizations outside the political 
structure in theory, but in reality tied 
directly into the political parties, the 
kinds of campaign expenditures that 
have benefited many of the Members 
who now oppose this bill and oppose 
the soft money ban included in it. 

Mr. Chairman, I would be much more 
respectful of this amendment if it were 
broadly based and took on all the prob
lems of bundling. This one is targeted 
to kill this bill and perpetuate a soft 
money political system. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment truly does cripple organi
zations, organizations that mobilize 
thousands of men and women behind 
issues that they care about. It prevents 
average people from getting together 
as a political force. Again, this benefits 
all sides of the spectrum. We are not 
talking about narrowly defining this 
effort. Why we want to, instead of ex
panding the opportunity for people to 
participate, to narrow these efforts, 
and "do in, " if you will, the ability in 
terms of full disclosure. What we need 
to do, as my colleagues have said, is we 
need to ban the soft money, and bring 
participation in the poll tical process 
back home to the American people. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman from Con
necticut (Ms. DELAURO) has expired. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. ENGLISH) is recognized. 

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, how much time do I have re
maining? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
ENGLISH) has 3 minutes remaining. 

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

I was curious to listen to some of the 
arguments on the other side. They are 

kind of fascinating to me, because, Mr. 
Chairman, I served as the first chief of 
staff for the first woman to ever serve 
in the Republican Conference in the 
Pennsylvania Senate. I do not think 
anyone on the floor of this House has a 
stronger record than I do of promoting 
women in high office, and I can tell my 
colleagues, my old boss got elected at 
the age of 28 to a State Senate seat 
half the size of a congressional seat, on 
a shoestring and without bundling. 

It is ridiculous to argue that bun
dling somehow has something to do 
with few women being in Congress. 
Quite the contrary. Bundling favors in
cumbents, and women as challengers 
would benefit from the reduction in the 
practice of bundling. 

In the past, the authors of this sub
stitute have opposed the practice of 
bundling. Unfortunately, tonight they 
have chosen to support this widely ac
knowledged abuse by opposing this 
amendment, along with many other 
worthy amendments necessary to per
fect this substitute and restore balance 
to this campaign finance reform pro
posal. 

For those of my colleagues who in 
the past have supported legislation 
that included anti-bundling provisions, 
including the Farr legislation, includ
ing the earlier Shays-Meehan legisla
tion, my colleagues are already on 
record opposing bundling. Do not flip
flop tonight. 

Remember, instead, the statement of . 
Common Cause, which, as of today was 
printed on their Web site, and I quote: 
"Bundling, thus, is harmful because it 
is a way around the contributional lim
its for both individuals and PACs. It al
lows individuals and PACs to get credit 
from candidates for delivering the kind 
of big money that the contribution 
limits are intended to deter." 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is 
fundamental reform and it is funda
mental to perfecting this legislation. I 
urge any Member who is serious about 
campaign finance reform to support it. 
It is the right thing to do. I urge a 
" yes" vote on the English amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All 
time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Penn
sylvania (Mr. ENGLISH) to the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute No. 
13 offered by the gentleman from Con
necticut (Mr. SHAYS). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 
Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 

Resolution 442, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
ENGLISH) to the amendment in the na-

ture of a substitute No. 13 offered by 
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
SHAYS) will be postponed. 

It is now in order to consider amend
ment No. 53 offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GEKAS) to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute No. 13 offered by the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS). 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GEKAS TO THE 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS 
Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment to 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The text of the amendment to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute is as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. GEKAS to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute No. 
13 offered by Mr. SHAYS: 

Add at the end of title V the following new 
section (and conform the table of contents 
accordingly): 
SEC. lilO. DEPOSIT OF CERTAIN CONTRIBUTIONS 

AND DONATIONS IN TREASURY AC
COUNT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Title III of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 
et seq.) , as amended by sections 101, 401, and 
507, is further amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 

"TREATMENT OF CERTAIN CONTRIBUTIONS AND 
DONATIONS TO BE RETURNED TO DONORS 

" SEC. 326. (a) TRANSFER TO COMMISSION.
"(1) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 

other provision of this Act, if a political 
committee intends to return any contribu
tion or donation given to the political com
mittee, the committee shall transfer the 
contribution or donation to the Commission 
if-

"(A) the contribution or donation is in an 
amount equal to or greater than $500 (other 
than a contribution or donation returned 
within 60 days of receipt by the committee); 
or 

"(B) the contribution or donation was 
made in violation of section 315, 316, 317, 319, 
or 320 (other than a contribution or donation 
returned within 30 days of receipt by the 
committee). 

"(2) INFORMATION INCLUDED WITH TRANS
FERRED CONTRIBUTION OR DONATION.-A polit
ical committee shall include with any con
tribution or donation transferred under para
graph (1)-

"(A) a request that the Commission return 
the contribution or donation to the person 
making the contribution or donation; and 

"(B) information regarding the cir
cumstances surrounding the making of the 
contribution or donation and any opinion of 
the political committee concerning whether 
the contribution or donation may have been 
made in violation of this Act. 

"(3) ESTABLISHMENT OF ESCROW ACCOUNT.
"(A) IN GENERAL.-The Commission shall 

establish a single interest-bearing escrow ac
count for deposit of amounts transferred 
under paragraph (1). 

"(B) DISPOSITION OF AMOUNTS RECEIVED.
On receiving an amount from a political 
committee under paragraph (1), the Commis
sion shall-

"(i) deposit the amount in the escrow ac
count established under subparagraph (A); 
and 
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" (11) notify the Attorney General and the 

Commissioner of the Internal Revenue Serv
ice of the receipt of the amount from the po
litical committee. 

"(C) USE OF INTEREST.-Interest earned on 
amounts in the escrow account established 
under subparagraph (A) shall be applied or 
used for the same purposes as the donation 
or contribution on which it is earned. 

"(4) TREATMENT OF RETURNED CONTRIBUTION 
OR DONATION AS A COMPLAINT.-The transfer 
of any contribution or donation to the Com
mission under this section shall be treated as 
the filing of a complaint under section 309(a). 

"(b) USE OF AMOUNTS PLACED IN ESCROW To 
COVER FINES AND PENALTIES.-The Commis
sion or the Attorney General may require 
any amount deposited in the escrow account 
under subsection (a)(3) to be applied toward 
the payment of any fine or penalty imposed 
under this Act or title 18, United States Code 
against the person making the contribution 
or donation. 

"(C) RETURN OF CONTRIBUTION OR DONATION 
AFTER DEPOSIT IN ESCROW.-

"(l) IN GENERAL.-The Commission shall 
return a contribution or donation deposited 
in the escrow account under subsection (a)(3) 
to the person making the contribution or do
nation if-

"(A) within 180 days after the date the con
tribution or donation is transferred, the 
Commission has not made a determination 
under section 309(a)(2) that the Commission 
has reason to believe that the making of the 
contribution or donation was made in viola
tion of this Act; or 

"(B)(i) the contribution or donation will 
not be used to cover fines, penalties, or costs 
pursuant to subsection (b); or 

"(11) if the contribution or donation will be 
used for those purposes, that the amounts re
quire for those purposes have been with
drawn from the escrow account and sub
tracted from the returnable contribution or 
donation. 

"(2) NO EFFECT ON STATUS OF INVESTIGA
TION.-The return of a contribution or dona
tion by the Commission under this sub
section shall not be construed as having an 
effect on the status of an investigation by 
the Commission or the Attorney General of 
the contribution or donation or the cir
cumstances surrounding the contribution or 
donation, or on the ability of the Commis
sion or the Attorney General to take future 
actions with respect to the contribution or 
donation.". 

(b) AMOUNTS USED TO DETERMINE AMOUNT 
OF PENALTY FOR VIOLATION.-Section 309(a) 
of such Act (2 U.S.C. 437g(a)) is amended by 
inserting after paragraph (9) the following 
new paragraph: 

' '(10) For purposes of determining the 
amount of a civil penalty imposed under this 
subsection for violations of section 326, the 
amount of the donation involved shall be 
treated as the amount of the contribution in
volved.". 

(c) DONATION DEFINED.-Section 301 of such 
Act (2 U.S.C. 431), as amended by sections 
201(b) and 307(b), is further amended by add
ing at the end the following: 

"(22) DONATION.-The term 'donation ' 
means a gift, subscription, loan, advance, or 
deposit of money or anything else of value 
made by any person to a national committee 
of a political party or a Senatorial or Con
gressional Campaign Committee of a na
tional political party for any purpose, but 
does not include a contribution (as defined in 
paragraph (8)). " . 

(d) DISGORGEMENT AUTHORITY.-Section 309 
of such Act (2 U.S.C. 437g) is amended by 

adding at the end the following new sub
section: 

" (e) Any conciliation agreement, civil ac
tion, or criminal action entered into or insti
tuted under this section may require a per
son to forfeit to the Treasury any contribu
tion, donation, or expenditure that is the 
subject of the agreement or action for trans
fer to the Commission for deposit in accord
ance with sec ti on 326. " . 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by subsections (a), (b), and (c) shall 
apply to contributions or donations refunded 
on or after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, without regard to whether the Federal 
Election Commission or Attorney General 
has issued regulations to carry out section 
326 of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 
1971 (as added by subsection (a)) by such 
date. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the order of the House of Friday, 
July 17, 1998, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania (Mr. GEKAS) and a Member op
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GEKAS). 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
discussed this amendment with the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
SHAYS) and with some representatives 
of the collaborators on the Democrat 
side in this venture. This is an amend
ment that simply states that when a 
political party, for instance, discovers 
all of a sudden that it has in its hands 
let us say $100,000 which it knows has 
an illegal source, my amendment 
would compel that organization to turn 
that money over to the FEC for a tran
sitional position in which the FEC 
would determine the source, the nature 
of the illegality, and to see whether or 
not the IRS or the Attorney General or 
some law enforcement agency should 
be brought into the picture before that 
money is returned to the donor, as is 
the practice now. This would go a long 
way in bolstering our confidence that 
some illegal foreign source or some 
drug dealer who contributes grand 
sums of monies to a political party 
does not get the benefit twice, first of 
getting favor from a political party to 
which he makes a donation, and then 
when it is declared illegal, he gets the 
money back; he sort of launders his 
own money, as it were. 

What we would accomplish with my 
amendment would be to have a scru
tiny placed upon that money before, 
and it may still be returned, before it 
be returned to the donor when it is 
found to be illegal. That is the simple 
text of my amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to control the 5 
minutes, since I do support the amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 

We are concluding debate on all of 
the amendments that have come before 
us, and I think it is almost symbolic to 
have an amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GEKAS), and I appreciate him waiting 
so late to offer it, an amendment that 
I think we can support. 

It makes logical sense that if money 
that was donated was not donated 
properly and may not be that individ
ual's money, it should not be returned 
to that individual, it should be rushed 
to the FEC to determine whose money 
it is and if it properly should be re
turned, and so I compliment th~ gen
tleman on his amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN.) 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, this is 
an amendment that would require the 
FEC to expend its resources on inves
tigating potentially a minor violation 
at the expense of focusing some of its 
time on other resources. 

I would just point out that I support 
the amendment, but I am a little con
cerned about the resources of the FEC, 
and I would hope that as we look down 
the road when we give the FEC more 
responsibility that requires them, for 
example, in this case to keep track of 
these contributions, I hope that in the 
future we look to try to give the FEC 
not only the teeth it needs, but the re
sources that they need in order to do 
their job and keep the laws that are on 
the books and enforce the laws that 
will be on the books. 
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So, I certainly support the gentle

man's amendment and would like all of 
us to keep in mind the importance of 
fully funding the FEC in the future so 
that they can do not only their job on 
this amendment, but their job in other 
amendments and enforcing the laws 
that are on the books. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
care to offer any more debate, but we 
do need to do an amendment process to 
conform the text to the sections that 
are outlined in Shays-Meehan. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 
MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 53 OFFERED 

BY MR. GEKAS TO THE AMENDMENT IN THE NA
TURE OF A SUBSTITUTE NO. 13 OFFERED BY 
MR. SHAYS 
Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent to modify my amend
ment pursuant to form A, which is at 
the desk. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempo re (Mr. 
SNOWBARGER). The Clerk will report 
the modification to the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania (Mr. GEKAS). 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Modification to amendment No. 53 offered 

by Mr. GEKAS to the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute No. 13 offered by Mr. 
SHAYS: 

Strike the phrase "section 315, 316, 317, 319, 
or 320" and insert in lieu thereof the phrase 
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"section 315, 316, 317, 319, 320, or 325" in the 
one place where the former phrase appears in 
the amendment. 

Mr. GEKAS (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GEKAS) to explain his modification. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, what we 
are trying to do here is to offer an al
teration to the amendment so it will 
conform to the Shays-Meehan sub
stitute new ban on contributions by 
minors which is already in the text. 
And we are trying to fit it in so that it 
will make sense. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, I appreciate the 
gentleman's explanation. I was yield
ing to give him a chance to explain if 
he wanted. 

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my res
ervation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

amendment is modified. 
Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, I understand the gen

tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MEE
HAN) and the gentleman from Con
necticut (Mr. SHAYS) are willing to ac
cept the amendment. If that is the 
case, I will not ask for a recorded vote. 
I accept their acceptance, and they 
may accept the acceptance that I ac
cept the acceptance. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman would yield, there is a lot of 
acceptance here. And we will accept 
the gentleman's support on the final 
version of Shays-Meehan when we vote 
on it Monday night. We will accept the 
gentleman's support. 
MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 53 OFFERED 

BY MR. GEKAS TO THE AMENDMENT IN THE NA
TURE OF A SUBSTITUTE NO. 13 OFFERED BY 
MR. SHAYS 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that my amend
ment be modified pursuant to form B, 
which is at the desk, which is another 
conforming amendment to the Shays
Meehan language. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report second modification 
to the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GEKAS). 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Modification to amendment No. 53 offered 

by Mr. GEKAS to the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute No. 13 offered by Mr. 
SHAY S: 

Strike the phrase " reason to believe" and 
replace it with the phrase " reason to inves
tigate whether" in the one place where the 
former phrase appears in the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GEKAS)? 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GEKAS) if he wishes to explain any fur
ther. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
CAMPBELL) for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, what we are trying to 
do is to substitute the language that 
would give the Federal Elections Com
mission authority to investigate. To 
actually say " reason to investigate" 
whether or not something has hap
pened, rather than what is now in the 
text, "reason to believe. " 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania for his explanation, and I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

amendment is modified. 
Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

back the balance of my time. 
Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, with that 

we appear to accept everything, and I 
yield back the balance of my time 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment, as 
modified, offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GEKAS) to the 
·amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute No. 13 offered by the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS). 

The amendment, as modified, to the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is 
now in order to consider the amend
ment No. 54 offered by the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MILLER). 

It is now in order to consider the 
amendment No. 55 offered by the gen
tleman from California (Mr. Doo
LI'ITLE). 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in oppo
sition to Section 501 of the Shays substitute 
amendment to H.R. 2183, the Bipartisan Cam
paign Integrity Act. Section 501, entitle "Codi
fication of Beck Decision," does nothing to 
correct the current injustices in our federal 
labor law relating to the unions' use of their 
members hard-earned paychecks for political 
and other purposes. 

The Shays amendment is not a codification 
of the Supreme Court's 1988 Beck decision 
relating to the use of union dues. First, Sec
tion 501 provides absolutely no notice of rights 
to members of the union-it applies only to 
non-members. Second, Section 501 redefines 
the dues payments that may be objected to, 
by limiting such to "expenditures in connection 
with a Federal, State, or local election or in 
connection with efforts to influence legislation 
unrelated to collective bargaining." This defini
tion not only infers that there may be other 
types of political expenditures to which work-

ers cannot object-but it also ignores Beck's 
holding that workers may object to any dues 
payments for any union activities not directly 
related to collective bargaining activities. 

Mr. Chairman, if Congress is truly going to 
try to deal with the issue of organized labor 
taking dues money from rank-and-file mem
bers laboring under a union security agree
ment-taking it without their permission and 
spending it on causes and activities with which 
the workers disagree-then let us really deal 
with it. Mr. SHAYS' amendment is a fig leaf 
which falls woefully short of covering the prob
lem. 

The Shays amendment codifies a broken 
system that allows unions to raid workers' wal
lets, forces workers to resign from the union, 
requires workers to object-after the fact-to 
their money being removed from their pay
check, and then requires workers to wait for 
the union to rebate those funds, if they get 
around to doing so. 

As Chairman of the Subcommittee on Em
ployer-Employee Relations, I have held six 
hearings on this issue in the past four years. 
In each one, the Subcommittee has heard 
from worker after worker telling us about the 
one thing they wanted from their union-the 
basic respect of being asked for permission 
before the union spent their money for pur
poses unrelated to labor-management obliga
tions. Yes, most of these employees were 
upset over finding out their head-earned dol
lars were being funneled into political causes 
or candidates they did not support. However, 
these employees supported their union and 
still overwhelmingly believe in the value of or
ganized labor. A number of them were stew
ards in their union. All they want is to be able 
to give their consent before their union spends 
their money on activities which fall outside col
lective bargaining activities and which subvert 
their deeply held ideas and convictions. 

As our six hearings demonstrated, individ
uals attempting to exercise their rights under 
current law often face incredible burdens, in
cluding harassment, coercion, and intimida
tion. The current system is badly broken and 
it is Congress' responsibility to fix it-not to le
gitimize it by adopoting the Shays amend
ment. I urge Members to join me in opposing 
Section 501 's sugar-coated placebo and enact 
meaningful reform on behalf of union workers. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to the amendment by Rep
resentative ROGER WICKER. Much like the 
standard bearers to long dead civilizations, 
Representative WICKER'S amendment illus
trates the same antiquated belief that there 
should be hurdles that citizens must clear in 
order to exercise their Constitutionally guaran
teed right to vote. Land owners. Male. Cauca
sian. One by one the spirits of freedom and 
democracy have worked against other mis
guided attempts to disenfranchise certain 
American voters, and it is my hope that they 
will prevail here today. 

There is an old saying that states, "Those 
who cannot remember the past are con
demned to repeat it." 

Well, Mr. Chairman, I remember. 
I remember the days when African Ameri

cans in Mississippi sat cowering in their 
homes on election day because they were too 
afraid to go to the polls. 
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and Vernon Dahmer were murdered in cold 
blood because they realized the importance of 
voting and tried to impress their convictions 
onto other African Americans in Mississippi. 

I remember the two youths wounded by 
shotgun blasts fired through the window of a 
home in Ruleville, Mississippi where they were 
planning ways to register blacks to vote. 

I remember the dead bodies of three civil 
rights workers, who had been trying to register 
blacks to vote, being discovered on a farm 
near Philadelphia, Mississippi. 

I remember James Meredith being wounded 
by a white sniper as he walked in a voter reg
istration march from Memphis to Jackson. 

I remember poll taxes and literacy tests. 
Mr. Chairman, I remember voter intimidation 

and have fought long and hard against it. This 
debate belongs in 1960's not in 1998, and · it 
is time to bury ideas like Representative WICK
ER's in the same grave with separate drinking 
fountains and making blacks sit at the back of 
the bus. This legislation is simply another at
tempt to appeal to mainstream sensibilities 
while ignoring the realistic and historically 
based fears of Black Americans. 

Having both grown up in Mississippi, Rep
resentative WICKER and I obviously have had 
universally different experiences, but the 
things I remember make it impossible for me 
to support this amendment. It would be a slap 
in the face of the civil rights pioneers who 
risked their lives, were beaten and murdered 
in cold blood to protect both my right to vote 
and Representative WICKER'S. • 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, may I be 
clear that all amendments have been 
dealt with under Shays-Meehan? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. That is 
the Chair's understanding. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
GEKAS) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
SNOWBARGER, Chairman pro tempore of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under con
sideration the bill (H.R. 2183) to amend 
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 
1971 to reform the financing of cam
paigns for elections for Federal office, 
and for other purposes, had come to no 
resolution thereon. 

COMMUNICATION FROM HONOR
ABLE JOHN A. BOEHNER, MEM
BER OF CONGRESS 
The Speaker pro tempore laid before 

the House the following communica
tion from JOHN A. BOEHNER, Member of 
Congress: 

WASHINGTON, DC, July 28, 1998. 
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
pursuant to L. Deschler, 3 Deschler's Prece
dents of the United States House of Representa
tives ch 11, § 14.8 (1963), that I have been 

served with an administrative subpoena 
issued by the Federal Election Commission. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN A. BOEHNER. 

COMMUNICATION FROM STAFF 
MEMBER OF HONORABLE JOHN 
A. BOEHNER, MEMBER OF CON
GRESS 
The Speaker pro tempore laid before 

the House the following communica
tion from Barry Jackson, staff member 
of the Honorable JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Member of Congress: 

WASHINGTON, DC, July 28, 1998. 
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
pursuant to L. Deschler, 3 Deschler's Prece
dents of the United States House of Representa
tives ch. 11 § 14.8 (1963), that I have been 
served with an administrative subpoena 
issued by the Federal Election Commission. 

Sincerely, 
BARRY JACKSON. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks and include extraneous material 
on H.R. 4237. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 

COMMITTEE ON HOUSE OVER
SIGHT, COMMITTEE ORDER NO. 
42, UNIFICATION OF THE MEM
BERS' REPRESENTATIONAL AL
LOWANCE ADOPTED ON JULY 30, 
1998 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker. I submit a com
mittee order from the Committee on House 
Oversight. 

Resolved, That pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §57 and 
2 U.S.C. §59e, the Committee hereby orders 
that: 

SEC. 1. Effective January 3, 1999 the 
amount available within the Members ' Rep
resentational Allowance for franked mail 
with respect to a session of Congress shall 
not be limited by subsection (b) of Com
mittee Order No. 41. 

SEC. 2. The Committee on House Oversight 
shall have the authority to prescribe regula
tions to carry out this resolution. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. ISTOOK (at the request of Mr. 

ARMEY) for today, July 31 and August 3 
on account of personal reasons. 

Mr. BURR of North Carolina (at the 
request of Mr. ARMEY) for today until 6 
p.m. On account of official business. 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. WEYGAND) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material: ) 

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CONYERS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. METCALF) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. COLLINS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HORN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. THOMAS, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. METCALF) and to include 
extraneous material:) 

Mr. BEREUTER. 
Mr. WOLF. 
Mr. RADANOVICH. 
Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. 
Mr. TAYLOR. 
Mr. BLILEY. 
Mr. BUYER. 
Mr. HOUGHTON. 
Mr. BRYANT. 
Mr. OXLEY. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. WEYGAND) and to include 
extraneous material:) 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. 
Mr. KIND. 
Mr. TURNER. 
Mr. VENTO. 
Mr. PALLONE. 
Mr. POSHARD. 
Mr. BERMAN. 
Mr. LANTOS. 
Ms. ESHOO. 
Mr. DOYLE. 
Mr. CONYERS. 
Mr. CLEMENT. 
Mr. MCDERMOTT. 
Mr. ROEMER. 
Mr. KUCINICH. 
Mr. SKELTON. 
Mr. SANDERS. 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 
Mr. BARCIA. 
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. 

SENATE CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION REFERRED 

A Concurrent resolution of the Sen
ate of the following title was taken 
from the Speaker's table and, under 
the rule, referred as follows: 

S. Con. Res. 97. Concurrent resolution. Ex
pressing the sense of Congress concerning 
the human rights and humanitarian situa
tion facing the women and girls of Afghani
stan; to the Committee on International Re
lations. 
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Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly (at 12 o 'clock and 29 minutes 
a.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until today, Friday, 
July 31, 1998, at 1 p.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

10394. A letter from the Secretary of Hous
ing and Urban Development, transmitting 
notification that it is estimated that the 
limitation on the Government National 
Mortgage Association's (" Ginnie Mae's") au
thority to make commitments for a fiscal 
year will be reached before the end of that 
fiscal year, pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 1721 nt.; to 
the Committee on Banking and Financial 
Services. 

10395. A letter from the Managing Director, 
Federal Housing Finance Board, transmit
ting the Department's final rule-Authority 
to Approve Federal Home Loan Bank Bylaws 
[No. 98-32] (RIN: 3069-AA70) received July 27, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(l)(A); to the 
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv
ices. 

10396. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit
ting the Agency's final rule-Hazardous 
Waste Management System; Identification 
and Listing of Hazardous Waste; Petroleum 
Refining Process Wastes; Land Disposal Re
strictions for Newly Identified Wastes; And 
CERCLA Hazardous Substance Designation 
and Reportable Quantities [SWH-FRL 6122-7] 
(RIN: 2050-AD88) received July 21, 1998, pur
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(l)(A); to the Com
mittee on Commerce. 

10397. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit
ting the Agency's final rule- Identification 
of Additional Ozone Areas Attaining the 1-
Hour Standard and to Which the 1- Hour 
Standard is No Longer Applicable [FRL-
6126-8] received July 21 , 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(l)(A); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

10398. A letter from the AMD-Perform
ance Evaluation and Records Management, 
Federal Communications Commission, trans
mitting the Commission's final rule-Revi
sion of Part 2 of the Commission's Rules Re
lating to the Marketing and Authorization of 
Radio Frequency Devices [ET Docket No. 94-
45 RM-8125] received July 24, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(l)(A); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

10399. A letter from the AMD-Perform
ance Evaluation and Records Management, 
Federal Communications Commission, trans
mitting the Commission's final rule
Amendment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Al
lotments, FM Broadcast Stations (Fowler, 
Indiana) [MM Docket No. 98-38 RM-9223] re
ceived July 23, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(l)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

10400. A letter from the Assistant Sec
retary for Legislative Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting certification of a pro
posed Manufacturing License Agreement 
with Israel [DTC 78-98] received July 29, 1998, 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Com
mittee on International Relations. 

10401. A letter from the Assistant Sec
retary for Legislative Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting certification of a pro
posed Manufacturing License Agreement 
with Belgium [RSAT 3--98] received July 17, 
1998, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(d); to the 
Committee on International Relations. 

10402. A letter from the Assistant Sec
retary for Legislative Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting copies of the original re
port of political contributions by nominees 
as chiefs of mission, ambassadors at large, or 
ministers, and their families , pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 3944(b)(2); to the Committee on Inter
national Relations. 

10403. A letter from the Assistant Sec
retary for Legislative Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting copies of the original re
port of political contributions by nominees 
as chiefs of mission, ambassadors at large, or 
ministers, and their families, pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 3944(b)(2); to the Committee on Inter
national Relations. 

10404. A letter from the Assistant Sec
retary for Legislative Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting copies of the original re
port of political contributions by nominees 
as chiefs of mission, ambassadors at large, or 
ministers, and their families, pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 3944(b)(2); to the Committee on Inter
national Relations. 

10405. A letter from the Assistant Sec
retary for Land and Minerals Management, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting the 
Department's final rule-Helium Contracts 
[W0-130--1820---00-24 IA] (RIN: 1004-AD24) re
ceived July 23, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(l)(A); to the Committee on Resources . 

10406. A letter from the Assistant Adminis
trator for Fisheries, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting 
the Administration's final rule-Fisheries 
Off West Coast States and in the Western Pa
cific; Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery; Re
strictions on Frequency of Limited Entry 
Permit Transfers; Sorting Catch by Species; 
Retention of Fish Tickets [Docket No. 
971208294-8154-02; I.D. 103097B] (RIN: 0648-
AJ20) received july 21, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(l)(A); to the Committee on Re
sources. 

10407. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator For Fisheries, National Oce
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans
mitting the Administration 's final rule
Fisheries Off West Coast States and in the 
Western Pacific; Pacific Coast Groundfish 
Fishery; Compensation for Collecting Re
source Information [Docket No. 980501115-
8160--02; I.D. 032498A] (RIN: 0648-AK86) re
ceived July 21, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(l)(A); to the Committee on Resources. 

10408. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting 
the Administration's final rule-Fisheries off 
West Coast States and in the Western Pa
cific; Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery; Trip 
Limit Changes [Docket No. 971229312- 7312-01; 
I.D. 062698A] received July 21, 1998, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(l )(A); to the Committee on 
Resources. 

10409. A letter from the Assistant Sec
retary of Commerce and Commissioner of 
Patents and Trademarks, Department of 
Commerce, transmitting the Department's 
final rule- Revision of Patent Fees for Fiscal 
Year 1999 [Docket No. 980713170-8170-01] (RIN: 
0651-AA96) received July 21, 1998, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(l)(A); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

10410. A letter from the Secretary, Naval 
Sea Cadet Corps, transmitting the Annual 
Audit Report of the Naval Sea Cadet Corps 

for the fiscal year 'ending 31 December 1997, 
pursuant to 36 U.S.C. 1101(39) and 1103; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

10411. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit
ting the Agency's final rule-Amendments to 
the Effluent Limitations Guidelines, 
Pretreatment Standards, and New Source 
Performance Standards for the Organic Pes
ticide Chemicals Manufacturing Industry
Pesticide Chemicals Point Source Category 
[FRL--6126-6] , pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(l)(A); to the Committee on Transpor
tation and Infrastructure. 

10412. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator for Procurement, National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration, 
transmitting the Administration's final 
rule-Revisions to Part 1813 of the NASA 
FAR Supplement [48 CFR Parts 1801, 1812, 
1813] received July 27, 1998, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(l)(A); to the Committee on 
Science. 

10413. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulations Management, Department of 
Veterans Affairs, transmitting the Depart
ment's final rule-Provision of Drugs and 
Medicines to Certain Veterans in State 
Homes (RIN: 2900-AJ34) received July 21, 
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a )(l)(A); to the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

10414. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service' s final rule-Determination of 
Issue Price in the Case of Certain Debt In
struments Issued for Property [Revenue Rul
ing 98-36] received July 21, 1998, pursuant to 
.5 U.S.C. 801(a)(l)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

10415. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service's final rule-Reduction in Cer
tain Deductions of Mutual Life Insurance 
Companies [Revenue Ruling 98-38] received 
July 24, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(l)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

10416. A letter from the Executive Director, 
District of Columbia Financial Responsi
bility and Management Assistance Author
ity, transmitting the report providing an 
itemized accounting of all non-appropriated 
funds obligated or expended by the Author
ity for the quarter, pursuant to Public Law 
105-100; jointly to the Committees on Gov
ernment Reform and Oversight and Appro-
priations. · 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. DREIER: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 513. Resolution Providing for con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 3736) to amend the 
Immigration and Nationality Act to make 
changes relating to H- lB nonimmigrants 
(Rept. 105-660). Referred to the House Cal
endar. 

Mr. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce. 
H.R. 2921. A b111 to amend the Communica
tions Act of 1934 to require the Federal Com
munications Commission to conduct an in
quiry into the impediments to the develop
ment of competition in the market for mul
tichannel video programming distribution; 
with an amendment (Rept. 105-661, Pt. 1). Or
dered to be printed. 
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BILL 
Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the fol

lowing action was taken by the Speak
er: 

R.R. 2921. Referral to the Committee on 
the Judiciary extended for a period ending 
not later than September 11, 1998. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of Rule X and clause 4 

of Rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. BLILEY (for himself and Mr. 
OXLEY): 

H.R. 4353. A bill to amend the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 and the Foreign Cor
rupt Practices Act of 1977 to improve the 
competitiveness of American business and 
promote foreign commerce, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. GINGRICH (for himself, Mr. 
ARMEY, Mr. DELAY, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. 
BOEHNER, Ms. DUNN of Washington, 
Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. 
GEPHARDT, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. FAZIO of 
California, Mrs. KENNELLY of Con
necticut, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. DAVIS 
of Virginia, and Mr. WYNN): 

R.R. 4354. A bill to establish the United 
States Capitol Police Memorial Fund on be
half of the families of Detective John Mi
chael Gibson and Private First Class Jacob 
Joseph Chestnut of the United States Capitol 
Police; to the Committee on House Over
sight, and in addition to the Committee on 
Ways and Means, for a period to be subse
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. BURTON of Indiana (for him
self, Mr. HORN, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. 
DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. SANFORD, Mr. 
KUCINICH, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. SENSEN
BRENNER, Mr. BARCIA of Michigan, 
Mr. DINGELL, Mr. LEACH, Mr. LA
FALCE, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. GORDON, 
Ms. McCARTHY of Missouri, Mr. 
BLUMENAUER, Mr. LUTHER, Mr. 
BROWN of California, Ms. DELAURO, 
Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. MORAN of Vir
ginia, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas, Ms. DEGETTE, Mrs. CAPPS, Ms. 
LOFGREN, Mr. DOYLE, and Mr. 
LAMPSON)(all by request): 

R.R. 4355. A bill to encourage the disclo
sure and exchange of information about com
puter processing problems and related mat
ters in connection with the transition to the 
Year 2000; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

By Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania: 
R.R. 4356. A bill to amend the Surface Min

ing Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 to 
assure that the full amount deposited in the 
Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund is spent 
for the purposes for which the Fund was es
tablished; to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania: 
R.R. 4357. A bill to establish the Fort 

Presque Isle National Historic Site in Erie, 
Pennsylvania; to the Committee on Re
sources. 

By Mr. HOUGHTON (for himself and 
Ms. SLAUGHTER): 

R.R. 4358. A bill to amend the Harmonized 
Tariff Schedule of the United States to pro
vide for equitable duty treatment for certain 
wool used in making suits; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LEACH (for himself, Mr. LA
FALCE, Mr. CASTLE, and Ms. WATERS): 

R.R. 4359. A bill to amend the Federal Re
serve Act to broaden the range of discount 
window loans which may be used as collat
eral for Federal reserve notes; to the Com
mittee on Banking and Financial Services. 

By Mr. POMBO (for himself and Mr. 
PETERSON of Minnesota): 

R.R. 4360. A bill to amend the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act to require the Secretary of 
Agriculture to establish a pilot program 
under which milk producers and cooperatives 
will be permitted to enter into forward price 
contracts with milk handlers; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. SHAW (for himself, Mr. BILI
RAKIS, Mr. BOYD, Mr. CANADY of Flor
ida, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. 
Goss, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. 
MCCOLLUM, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, 
Mr. MICA, Mr. MILLER of Florida, Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. STEARNS, Mrs. 
THURMAN, Mr. WELDON of Florida, 
and Mr. WEXLER): 

R.R. 4361. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to provide that an organi
zation shall be exempt from income tax if it 
is created by a State to provide property and 
casualty insurance coverage for property for 
which such coverage is otherwise unavail
able; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. VENTO: 
R.R. 4362. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of Veterans Affairs to conduct Stand Down 
events and to establish a pilot program that 
will provide for an annual Stand Down event 
in each State; to the Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs. 

By Mr. WATT of North Carolina (for 
himself and Mr. BERMAN): 

R.R. 4363. A bill to provide for the restruc
turing of the Immigration and Naturaliza
tion Service, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ENGEL (for himself, Mr. KING 
of New York, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, 
and Mrs. KELLY): 

H. Con. Res. 313. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress with re
spect to self-determination for the people of 
Kosova, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on International Relations. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

R.R. 23: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
STRICKLAND, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, and 
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. 

H.R. 164: Mr. DOYLE. 
H.R. 457: Mr. HILLIARD and Mr. PETRI. 
H.R. 754: Mr. TOWNS. 
R.R. 986: Mr. WAMP. 
H.R. 1050: Mr. STARK. 
R.R. 1063: Mr. BONIOR, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. 

COOK, and Ms. STABENOW. 
R.R. 1126: Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mrs. LINDA 

SMITH of Washington, and Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON of Texas. 

H.R. 1173: Mr. LEVIN. 
H.R. 1283: Mr. ENSIGN. 
H.R. 1321: Mr. LUTHER. 
R.R. 1382: Mr. MATSUI and Mr. BALDACCI. 
H.R. 1401: Mr. SALMON. 
R.R. 1525: Mr. ALLEN, Mr. MORAN of Kan

sas, and Mr. LATHAM. 
H.R. 1712: Mr. SUNUNU. 
H.R. 1995: Mr. ALLEN, Mr. PORTER, and Mr. 

LUTHER. 
R.R. 2224: Mrs. KELLY. 

R.R. 2275: Ms. NORTON and Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD. 

H.R. 2504: Ms. BROWN of Florida. 
H.R. 2701: Ms. KILPATRICK. 
H.R. 2723: Mr. FOSSELLA. 
R.R. 2733: Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. MAR

KEY, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, 
Mr. THORNBERRY, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. KNOLLEN
BERG, and Mr. MEEHAN. 

R.R. 2849: Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Ms. CAR
SON, Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington, Mr. 
YATES, and Mr. UPTON. 

H.R. 2921: Mr. EVANS. 
R.R. 2955: Mr. JACKSON and Mr. PASTOR. 
H.R. 3001: Mr. ENGEL, Mr. FRANK of Massa-

chusetts, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr. MAR
TINEZ, Mrs. THURMAN, and Mr. MANTON. 

R.R. 3031: Mr. MARKEY, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. 
WAXMAN, Mr. MCNULTY, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. FILNER, Mr. FROST, 
Mr. FORD, Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
ACKERMAN, Ms. DANNER, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. 
TALENT, and Mr. RANGEL. 

R.R. 3077: Mr. FROST, Mr. GOODE, Mr. KIL
DEE, and Mr. RAHALL. 

H.R. 3248: Mr. JENKINS. 
R.R. 3251: Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut and 

Mr. LANTOS. 
H.R. 3320: Mr. POSHARD. 
H.R. 3622: Ms. LEE, Mrs. MALONEY of New 

York, Ms. KILPATRICK, and Mrs. MINK of Ha
waii. 

H.R. 3629: Mr. BENTSEN. 
H.R. 3632: Mr. FOSSELLA. 
H.R. 3684: Mr. LATOURE'rTE. 
H.R. 3688: Mr. SMITH of Texas. 
R.R. 3774: Ms. STABENOW and Mr. WATKINS. 
H.R. 3790: Mr. BECERRA, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. 

BILIRAKIS, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. BOS
WELL, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. BUNNING of 
Kentucky, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. COLLINS, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Ms. DEGETTE, 
Mr. DOOLEY of California, Mr. EDWARDS, Ms. 
ESHOO, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. FILNER, Mr. Fox of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. GORDON, 
Mr. HANSEN, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. HASTINGS of 
Florida, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. HINOJOSA, Ms. 
HOOLEY of Oregon, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KASICH, 
Mr. KIND of Wisconsin, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. LA
FALCE, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. LEWIS of 
Kentucky, Mr. LUTHER, Mrs. MCCARTHY of 
New York, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. MCHUGH, 
Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. MCKEON, Ms. MCKINNEY, 
Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. MENENDEZ, 
Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mrs. MORELLA, Mrs. 
NORTHUP, Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. OBEY, Mr. PACK
ARD, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. PETRI, 
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. QUINN, Mr. 
RAMSTAD, Mr. REYES, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. 
ROEMER, Mr. RUSH, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. SHAW, 
Mr. SKEEN, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. 
SUNUNU, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. TAYLOR of 
North Carolina, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. TOWNS, 
Mr. WYNN, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. 
SHAYS, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. FARR of California, 
Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. STARK, Mr. SOLOMON, 
Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr. BILBRAY, Mrs. 
CHENOWETH, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. 
WATKINS, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. WELLER, Mr. 
GUTKNECHT, Mr. TALENT, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. 
YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. OXLEY, Ms. Ros
LEHTINEN, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. PE
TERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. NETHERCUTT, 
Mr. ARMEY, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. MILLER of Flor
ida, Mr. METCALF, Mr. ROGAN, Mr. HEFLEY, 
Mr. Goss, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. ROGERS, Mr. 
BRYANT, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. 
WELDON of Florida, Mr. HASTINGS of Wash
ington, Mr. CAMP, Mr. EHRLICH, Ms. PRYCE of 
Ohio, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. 
Cox of California, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr. FORBES, 
Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 
FRANKS of New Jersey, Mrs. WILSON, Mr. 
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GEKAS, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. PORTMAN, 
Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr. DAVIS of Virginia, 
Mr. DICKEY, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. PAXON, 
Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr. BUYER, Mr. HERGER, 
Mr. HOBSON, Mr. LEACH, Mr. SMITH of Or
egon, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. SALM
ON, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. KIM, Mr. 
THUNE, Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma, Mrs. KELLY, 
and Mr. POMBO. 

H.R. 3792: Mr. COLLINS and Mr. SHIMKUS. 
H.R. 3815: Mrs. THURMAN and Mr. HULSHOF. 
H.R. 3831: Mr. SHERMAN and Mrs. LOWEY. 
H.R. 3879: Mr. Paxon and Mr. THOMPSON. 
H.R. 3956: Mr. HOYER and Ms. WOOLSEY. 
H.R. 3976: Mr. THORNBERRY. 
H.R. 3995: Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 4031: Mr. COYNE and Ms. KILPATRICK. 
H.R. 4037: Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 4053: Mr. COYNE. 
H.R. 4121: Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. KIND of Wis

consin, Mrs. KELLY, and Mr. MATSUI. 
H.R. 4132: Mr. CAMPBELL. 
H.R. 4175: Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. PAYNE, and 

Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 4188: Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 4196: Mr. WELDON of Florida and Mr. 

BACHUS. 
H.R. 4197: Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Washington 

and Mr. CALLAHAN. 
H.R. 4209: Ms. CARSON. 
H.R. 4220: Mr. BISHOP. 
H.R. 4224: Mr. STARK. 
H.R. 4232: Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina, 

Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. 
GOODLATTE, Mr. ROGAN, and Mr. WELDON of 
Florida. 

H.R. 4235: Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. BOEHLERT, and 
Mr. ABERCROMBIE. 

H.R. 4246: Mr. BLUNT and Mr. EWING. 
H.R. 4283: Mr. LAMPSON and Mr. WAXMAN. 
H.R. 4298: Mrs. FOWLER. 
H.R. 4302: Mr. HILLIARD and Mr. STARK. 
H.R. 4308: Mr. MCGOVERN and Mr. MILLER 

of California. 
H.R. 4309: Mr. MCGOVERN and Mr. MILLER 

of California. 
H.R. 4339: Mr. FROST and Mr. MURTHA. 
H.R. 4344: Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms. 

PELOSI, Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, and Mr. 
FORBES. 

H. Con. Res. 52: Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. BACHUS, 
and Mr. LAMPSON. 

H. Con. Res. 251: Mr. GEJDENSON. 
H. Con. Res. 295: Mr. PALLONE, Mr. 

WEXLER, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. 
FROST, Mr. ENGEL, and Ms. KILPATRICK. 

H. Con. Res. 304: Mr. GILMAN. 
H. Res. 171: Mr. RANGEL. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were deleted from public bills and reso
lutions as follows: 

(Omitted from the Record of July 29, 1998) 
H.R. 1515: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. 
H.R. 2801: Mr. STABENOW. 
H.R. 3000: Mr. FORD. 
H.R. 3396: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois and Mr. 

MORAN of Virginia. 
H. Res. 375: Mr. FAZIO of California. 

AMENDMENTS 
Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro

posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R. 3736 
OFFERED BY: MR. WATT OF NORTH CAROLINA 
AMENDMENT No. 2: Strike all after the en

acting clause and insert the following: 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the " Workforce 

Improvement and Protection Act of 1998" . 
SEC. 2. TEMPORARY INCREASE IN SKILLED FOR· 

EIGN WORKERS; TEMPORARY RE· 
DUCTION IN H-28 NONIMMIGRANTS. 

Section 214(g) of the Immigration and Na
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1184(g)) is amended

(1) by amending paragraph (l)(A) to read as 
follows: 

" (A) under section 101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b), sub-
ject to paragraph (5), may not exceed

" (i) 95,000 in fiscal year 1998; 
" (ii) 105,000 in fiscal year 1999; 
" (iii) 115,000 in fiscal year 2000; and 
"(iv) 65,000 in fiscal year 2001 and any sub

sequent fiscal year; or"; 
(2) by amending paragraph (l)(B) to read as 

follows: 
" (B) under section 101(a)(15)(H)(ii)(b) may 

not exceed-
" (i) 36,000 in fiscal year 1998; 
' '(11) 26,000 in fiscal year 1999; 
" (iii) 16,000 in fiscal year 2000; and 
''(iv) 66,000 in fiscal year 2001 and any sub

sequent fiscal year."; 
(3) in paragraph ( 4), by striking "years. " 

and inserting "years, except that, with re
spect to each such nonimmigrant issued a 
visa or otherwise provided nonimmigrant 
status in each of fiscal years 1998, 1999, and 
2000 in excess of 65,000 (per fiscal year) , the 
period of authorized admission as such a 
nonimmigrant may not exceed 4 years."; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 
'' (5) The total number of aliens described 

in section 212(a)(5)(C) who may be issued 
visas or otherwise provided nonimmigrant 
status during any fiscal year (beginning with 
fiscal year 1999) under section 
101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b) may not exceed 5,000. " . 
SEC. 3. PROTECTION AGAINST DISPLACEMENT 

OF UNITED STATES WORKERS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.- Section 212(n)(l) of the 

Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1182(n)(l)) is amended by inserting after sub
paragraph (D) the following: 

" (E)(i) Except as provided in clause (iv), 
the employer has not laid off or otherwise 
displaced and will not lay off or otherwise 
displace, within the period beginning 6 
months before and ending 90 days following 
the date of filing of the application or during 
the 90 days immediately preceding and fol
lowing the date of filing of any visa petition 
supported by the application, any United 
States worker (as defined in paragraph (3)) 
(including a worker whose services are ob
tained by contract, employee leasing, tem
porary help agreement, or other similar 
means) who has substantially equivalent 
qualifications and experience in the spe
cialty occupation, and in the area of employ
ment, for which H- lB nonimmigrants are 
sought or in which they are employed. 

' '(ii) Except as provided in clause (iii), in 
the case of an employer that employs an H
lB nonimmigrant, the employer shall not 
place the nonimmigrant with another em
ployer where-

" (!) the nonimmigrant performs his or her 
duties in whole or in part at one or more 
worksites owned, operated, or controlled by 
such other employer; and 

" (II) there are indicia of an employment 
relationship between the nonimmigrant and 
such other employer. 

" (iii) Clause ( ii) shall not apply to an em
ployer 's placement of an H- lB nonimmigrant 
with another employer if the other employer 
has executed an attestation that it satisfies 
and will satisfy the conditions described in 
clause (i) during the period described in such 
clause. 

"(iv) This subparagraph shall not apply to 
an application filed by an employer that is 
an institution of higher education (as defined 
in section 1201(a) of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965), or a related or affiliated non
profit entity, if the application relates solely 
to aliens who-

, '(I) the employer seeks to employ-
, '(aa) as a researcher on a project for which 

not less than 50 percent of the funding is pro
vided, for a limited period of time, through a 
grant or contract with an entity other than 
the employer; or 

"(bb) as a professor or instructor under a 
contract that expires after a limited period 
of time; and 

"(II) have attained a master's or higher de
gree (or its equivalent) in a specialty the 
specific knowledge of which is required for 
the intended employment.". · 

(b) DEFINITIONS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.- Section 212(n) of the Im

migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1182(n)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: ' 

" (3) For purposes of this sul;>section: 
" (A) The term 'H-lB nonimmigrant' means 

an alien admitted or provided status as a 
nonimmigrant described in section 
101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b). 

" (B) The term 'lay off or otherwise dis
place', with respect to an employee-

"(!) means to cause the employee's loss of 
employment, other than through a discharge 
for cause, a voluntary departure, or a vol
untary retirement; and 

"(ii) does not include any situation in 
which employment is relocated to a different 
geographic area and the employee is offered 
a chance to move to the new location, with 
wages and benefits that are not less than 
those at the old location, but elects not to 
move to the new location. 

"(C) The term 'United States worker' 
means-

"(i) a citizen or national of the United 
States; 

" (ii) an alien lawfully admitted for perma
nent residence; or 

" (iii) an alien authorized to be employed 
by this Act or by the Attorney General.". 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Section 
212(n)(l) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(n)(l)) is amended by strik
ing " a nonimmigrant described in section 
101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b)" each place such term ap
pears and inserting "an H- lB non
immigrant' '. 
SEC. 4. RECRUITMENT OF UNITED STATES WORK· 

ERS PRIOR TO SEEKING NON
IMMIGRANT WORKERS. 

· Section 212(n)(l) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(n)(l)), as 
amended by section 3, is further amended by 
inserting after subparagraph (E) the fol
lowing: 

"(F)(i) The employer, prior to filing the ap
plication, has taken, in good faith, timely 
and significant steps to recruit and retain 
sufficient United States workers in the spe
cialty occupation for which H-lB non
immigrants are sought. Such steps shall 
have included recruitment in the United 
States, using procedures that meet industry
wide standards and offering compensation 
that is at least as great as that required to 
be offered to H- lB nonimmigrants under sub
paragraph (A), and offering employment to 
any United States worker who applies and 
has the same qualifications as, or better 
qualifications than, any of the H- lB non
immigrants sought. 

" (ii) The conditions described in clause (i) 
shall not apply to an employer with respect 
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to the employment of an H- lB nonimmigrant 
who is described in subparagraph (A), (B), or 
(C) of section 203(b)(l). ". 
SEC. 5. LIMITATION ON AUTHORITY TO INITIATE 

COMPLAINTS AND CONDUCT INVES· 
TIGATIONS FOR NON·H-lB·DEPEND· 
ENT EMPLOYERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 212(n)(2)(A) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1182(n)(2)(A)) is amended-

(1) in the second sentence, by striking the 
period at the end and inserting the following: 
", except that the Secretary may only file 
such a complaint respecting an H-lB-depend
ent employer (as defined in paragraph (3)), 
and only if there appears to be a violation of 
an attestation or a misrepresentation of a 
material fact in an application."; and 

(2) by inserting after the second sentence 
the following: "Except as provided in sub
paragraph (F) (relating to spot investiga
tions during probationary period), no inves
tigation or hearing shall be conducted with 
respect to an employer except in response to 
a complaint filed under the previous sen
tence.". 

(b) DEFINITIONS.-Section 212(n)(3) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1182(n)(2)), as added by section 3, is amend
ed-

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (A), (B), 
and (C) as subparagraphs (B), (C), and (E), re
spectively; 

(2) by inserting after " purposes of this sub
section:" the following: 

"(A) The term 'H-lB-dependent employer' 
means an employer that-

"(i)(I) has fewer than 21 full-time equiva
lent employees who are employed in the 
United States; and 

(II) employs 4 or more H-lB non
immigrants; or 

"(ii)(I) has at least 21 but not more than 
150 full-time equivalent employees who are 
employed in the United States; and 

(II) employs H-lB nonimmigrants in a 
number that is equal to at least 20 percent of 
the number of such full-time equivalent em
ployees; or 

"(iii)(I) has at least 151 full-time equiva
lent employees who are employed in the 
United States; and 

(II) employs H-lB non.immigrants in a 
number that is equal to at least 15 percent of 
the number of such full-time equivalent em
ployees. 
In applying this subparagraph, any group 
treated as a single employer under sub
section (b), (c), (m), or (o) of section 414 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 shall be 
treated as a single employer. Aliens em
ployed under a petition for H-lB non
immigrants shall be treated as employees, 
and counted as non.immigrants under section 
101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b) under this subparagraph."; 
and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (C) (as 
so redesignated) the following: 

"(D) The term 'non-H-lB-dependent em
ployer' means an employer that is not an H
lB-dependen t employer.''. 
SEC. 6. INCREASED ENFORCEMENT AND PEN· . 

AL TIES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 212(n)(2)(C) of the 

Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1182(n)(2)(C)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(C)(i) If the Secretary finds, after notice 
and opportunity for a hearing, a failure to 
meet a condition of paragraph (l)(B) or 
(l)(E), a substantial failure to meet a condi
tion of paragraph (l)(C), (l)(D), or (l)(F), or a 
misrepresentation of material fact in an ap
plication-

"(I) the Secretary shall notify the Attor
ney General of such finding and may, in ad-

dition, impose such other administrative 
remedies (including civil monetary penalties 
in an amount not to exceed $1,000 per viola
tion) as the Secretary determines to be ap
propriate; and 

"(II) the Attorney General shall not ap
prove petitions filed with respect to that em
ployer under section 204 or 214(c) during ape
riod of at least 1 year for aliens to be em
ployed by the employer. 

"(ii) If the Secretary finds, after notice and 
opportunity for a hearing, a willful failure to 
meet a condition of paragraph (1), a willful 
misrepresentation of material fact in an ap
plication, or a violation of clause (iv)-

"(I) the Secretary shall notify the Attor
ney General of such finding and may, in ad
dition, impose such other administrative 
remedies (including civil monetary penalties 
in an amount. not to exceed $5,000 per viola
tion) as the Secretary determines to be ap
propriate; and 

"(II) the Attorney General shall not ap
prove petitions filed with respect to that em
ployer under section 204 or 214(c) during ape
riod of at least 1 year for aliens to be em
ployed by the employer. 

"(iii) If the Secretary finds, after notice 
and opportunity for a hearing, a willful fail
ure to meet a condition of paragraph (1) or a 
willful misrepresentation of material fact in 
an application, in the course of which failure 
or misrepresentation the employer also has 
failed to meet a condition of paragraph 
(l)(E)-

"(I) the Secretary shall notify the Attor
ney General of such finding and may, in ad
dition , impose such other administrative 
remedies (including civil monetary penalties 
in an amount not to exceed $25,000 per viola
tion) as the Secretary determines to be ap
propriate; and 

"(II) the Attorney General shall not ap
prove petitions filed with respect to that em
ployer under section 204 or 214(c) during ape
riod of at least 2 years for aliens to be em
ployed by the employer. 

" (iv) It is a violation of this clause for an 
employer who has filed an application under 
this subsection to intimidate, threaten, re
strain, coerce, blacklist, discharge, or in any 
other manner discriminate against an em
ployee (which term, for purposes of this 
clause, includes a former employee and an 
applicant for employment) because the em
ployee has disclosed information to the em
ployer, or to any other person, that the em
ployee reasonably believes evidences a viola
tion of this subsection, or any rule or regula
tion pertaining to this subsection, or because 
the employee cooperates or seeks to cooper
ate in an investigation or other proceeding 
concerning the employer's compliance with 
the requirements of this subsection or any 
rule or regulation pertaining to this sub
section.''. 

(b) PLACEMENT OF H-lB NONIMMIGRANT 
WITH OTHER EMPLOYER.-Section 212(n)(2) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1182(n)(2)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

"(E) Under regulations of the Secretary, 
the previous provisions of this paragraph 
shall apply to a failure of an other employer 
to comply with an attestation described in 
paragraph (l)(E)(iii) in the same manner as 
they apply to a failure to comply with a con
dition described in paragraph (l)(E)(i).". 

(c) SPOT INVESTIGATIONS DURING PROBA
TIONARY PERIOD.- Section 212(n)(2) of the Im
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1182(n)(2)), as amended by subsection (b), is 
further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

"(F) The Secretary may, on a case-by-case 
basis, subject an employer to random inves
tigations for a period of up to 5 years, begin
ning on the date that the employer is found 
by the Secretary to have committed a willful 
failure to meet a condition of paragraph (1) 
or to have made a misrepresentation of ma
terial fact in an application. The preceding 
sentence shall apply to an employer regard
less of whether the employer is an H-lB-de
pendent employer or a non-H-lB-dependent 
employer. The authority of the Secretary 
under this subparagraph shall not be con
strued to be subject to, or limited by, the re
quirements of subparagraph (A).". 
SEC. 7. PROHIBITION ON IMPOSITION BY IM· 

PORTING EMPLOYERS OF EMPLOY· 
MENT CONTRACT PROVISIONS VIO· 
LATING PUBLIC POLICY. 

Section 212(n)(2) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(n)(2)), as 
amended by section (6), is further amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

"(G) If the Secretary finds , after notice 
and opportunity for a hearing, that an em
ployer who has submitted an application 
under paragraph (1) has requested or re
quired an alien admitted or provided status 
as a nonimmigrant pursuant to the applica
tion, as a condition of the employment, to 
execute a contract containing a provision 
that would be considered void as against 
public policy in the State of intended em
ployment-

"(i) the Secretary shall notify the Attor
ney General of such finding and may, in ad
dition, impose such other administrative 
remedies (including civil monetary penalties 
in an amount not to exceed $25,000 per viola
tion) as the Secretary determines to be ap
propriate; and 

"(ii) the Attorney General shall not ap
prove petitions filed by the employer under 
section 214(c) during a period of not more 
than 10 years for H-lB nonimmigrants to be 
employed by the employer. ". 
SEC. 8. COLLECTION AND USE OF H-lB NON· 

IMMIGRANT FEES FOR STATE STU· 
DENT INCENTIVE GRANT PROGRAMS 
AND JOB TRAINING OF UNITED 
STATES WORKERS. 

(a) IMPOSITION OF FEE.-Section 214(c) (8 
U.S.C. 1184(c)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

"(9)(A) The Attorney General shall impose 
a fee on an employer (excluding an employer 
described in subparagraph (A) or (B) of sec
tion 212(p)(l)) as a condition for the approval 
of a petition filed on or after October 1, 1998, 
and before October 1, 2002, under paragraph 
(1) to grant an alien nonimmigrant status 
described in section 101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b). The 
amount of the fee shall be $500 for each such 
nonimmigrant. 

"(B) Fees collected under this paragraph 
shall be deposited in the Treasury in accord
ance with section 286(t). 

"(C)(i) An employer may not require an 
alien who is the subject of the petition for 
which a fee is imposed under this paragraph 
to reimburse , or otherwise compensate, the 
employer for part or all of the cost of such 
fee. 

"(ii) Section 274A(g)(2) shall apply to a vio-
lation of clause (1) in the same manner as it 
applies to a violation of section 274A(g)(l).". 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF ACCOUNT; USE OF 
FEES.-Section 286 (8 U.S.C. 1356) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

"(t) H-lB NONIMMIGRANT PETITIONER AC
COUNT.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-There is established in 
the general fund of the Treasury a separate 
account which shall be known as the 'H-lB 
Nonimmigrant Petitioner Account' . Not
withstanding any other section of this title, 
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there shall be deposited as offsetting receipts 
into the account all fees collected under sec
tion 214(c)(9). 

"(2) USE OF HALF OF FEES BY SECRETARY OF 
EDUCATION FOR HIGHER EDUCATION GRANTS.
Fifty percent of the amounts deposited into 
the H-lB Nonimmigrant Petitioner Account 
shall remain available until expended to the 
Secretary of Education for additional allot
ments to States under subpart 4 of chapter 8 
of title IV of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 but only for the purpose of assisting 
States in providing grants to eligible stu
dents enrolled in a program of study leading 
to a degree in mathematics, computer 
science, or engineering. 

" (3) USE OF HALF OF FEES BY SECRETARY OF 
LABOR FOR JOB TRAINING.-Fifty percent of 
amounts deposited into the deposits into 
such Account shall remain available until 
expended to the Secretary of Labor for dem
onstration programs described in section 
104(d) of the Temporary Access to Skilled 
Workers and H-lB Nonimmigrant Program 
Improvement Act of 1998.". 

(c) CONFORMING MODIFICATION OF APPLICA
TION REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE STUDENT IN
CENTIVE GRANT PROGRAM.-Section 415C(b) of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1070c-2(b)) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (9), by striking " and" at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (10), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting"; and"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
"(11) provides that any portion of the allot

ment to the State for each fiscal year that 
derives from funds made available under sec
tion 286(t)(2) of the Immigration and Nation
ality Act shall be expended for grants de
scribed in paragraph (2)(A) to students en
rolled in a program of study leading to a de
gree in mathematics, computer science, or 
engineering. " . 

(d) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAMS AND 
PROJECTS TO PROVIDE TECHNICAL SKILLS 
TRAINING FOR WORKERS. 

(1) IN GENERAL.-Subject to paragraph (3), 
in establishing demonstration programs 
under section 452(c) of the Job Training 
Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 1732(c)), as in ef
fect on the date of enactment of this Act, or 
demonstration programs or projects under a 
successor Federal law, the Secretary of 
Labor shall establish demonstration pro
grams or projects to provide technical skills 
training for workers, including both em
ployed and unemployed workers. 

(2) GRANTS.-Subject to paragraph (3), the 
Secretary of Labor shall award ·grants to 
carry out the programs and projects de
scribed in paragraph (1) to-

(A)(i) private industry councils established 
under section 102 of the Job Training Part
nership Act (29 U.S.C. 1512), as in effect on 
the date of enactment of this Act; or 

(ii) local boards that will carry out such 
programs or projects through one-stop deliv
ery systems established under a successor 
Federal law; or 

(B) regional consortia of councils or local 
boards described in subparagraph (A). 

(3) LIMITATION.-The Secretary of Labor 
shall establish programs and projects under 
paragraph (1), including awarding grants to 
carry out such programs and projects under 
paragraph (2), only with funds made avail
able under section 286(t)(3) of the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act, and not with funds 
made available under the Job Training Part
nership Act or a successor Federal law. 

SEC. 9. IMPROVING COUNI' OF H-lB AND H-2B 
NONIMMIGRANTS. 

(a) ENSURING ACCURATE COUNT.- The At
torney General shall take such steps as are 
necessary to maintain an accurate count of 
the number of aliens subject to the numer
ical limitations of section 214(g)(l) of the Im
migration and Nationality Act who are 
issued visas or otherwise provided non
immigrant status. 

(b) REVISION OF PETITION FORMS.-The At
torney General shall take such steps as are 
necessary to revise the forms used for peti
tions for visas or nonimmigrant status under 
clause (i)(b) or (ii)(b) of section 101(a)(15)(H) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act so 
as to ensure that the forms provide the At
torney General with sufficient information 
to permit the Attorney General accurately 
to count the number of aliens subject to the 
numerical limitations of section 214(g)(l) of 
such Act who are issued visas or otherwise 
provided nonimmigrant status. 

(c) REPORTS.-Beginning with fiscal year 
1999, the Attorney General shall provide to 
the Congress not less than 4 times per year 
a report on-

(1) the numbers of individuals who were 
issued visas or otherwise provided non
immigrant status during the preceding 3-
month period under section 101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act; 

(2) the numbers of individuals who were 
issued visas or otherwise provided non
immigrant status during the preceding 3-
month period under section 
101(a)(15)(H)(ii)(b) of such Act; and 

(3) the countries of origin and occupations 
of, educational levels attained by, and total 
compensation (including the value of all 
wages, salary, bonuses, stock, stock options, 
and any other similar forms of remunera
tion) paid to, individuals issued visas or pro
vided nonimmigrant status under such sec
tions during such period. 
SEC. 10. GAO STUDY AND REPORT ON AGE DIS

CRIMINATION IN THE INFORMATION 
TECHNOLOGY FIELD. 

(a) STUDY.-The Comptroller General of 
the United States shall conduct a study as
sessing age discrimination in the informa
tion technology field. The study shall con
sider the following: 

(1) The prevalence of age discrimination in 
the information technology workplace. 

(2) The extent to which there is a dif
ference, based on age, in promotion and ad
vancement; working hours; telecommuting; 
salary; and stock options, bonuses, or other 
benefits. 

(3) The relationship between rates of ad
vancement, promotion, and compensation to 
experience, skill level, education, and age. 

( 4) Differences in skill level on the basis of 
age. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than October 1, 2000, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit to the Committees on the Judi
ciary of the United States House of Rep
resentatives and the Senate a report con
taining the results of the study described in 
subsection (a). The report shall include any 
recommendations of the Comptroller Gen
eral concerning age discrimination in the in
formation technology field. 
SEC. 11. GAO LABOR MARKET STUDY AND RE· 

PORT. 
(a) STUDY.-The Comptroller General of 

the United States shall conduct a labor mar
ket study. The study shall investigate and 
analyze the following: 

(1) The overall shortage of available work
ers in the high-technology, rapid-growth in
dustries. 

(2) The multiplier effect growth of high
technology industry on low-technology em
ployment. 

(3) The relative achievement rates of 
United States and foreign students in sec
ondary school in a variety of subjects, in
cluding math, science, computer science, 
English, and history. 

(4) The relative performance, by subject 
area, of United States and foreign students 
in postsecondary and graduate schools as 
compared to secondary schools. 

(5) The labor market need for workers with 
information technology skills and the extent 
of the deficit of such workers to fill high
technology jobs during the 10-year period be
ginning on the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(6) Future training and education needs of 
companies in the high-technology sector. 

(7) Future training and education needs of 
United States students to ensure that their 
skills at various levels match the needs of 
the high-technology and information tech
nology sectors. 

(8) An analysis of which particular skill 
sets are in demand. 

(9) The needs of the high:.technology sector 
for foreign workers with specific skills. 

(10) The potential benefits of postsec
ondary educational institutions, employers, 
and the United States economy from the 
entry of skilled professionals in the fields of 
engineering and science. 

(11) The effect on the high-technology 
labor market of the downsizing of the de
fense sector, the increase in productivity in 
the computer industry, and the deployment 
of workers dedicated to the Year 2000 
Project. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than October l, 2000, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit to the Committees on the Judi
ciary of the United States House of Rep
resentatives and the Senate a report con
taining the results of the study described in 
subsection (a). 
SEC. 12. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this Act shall 
take effect on the date of the enactment of 
this Act and shall apply to applications filed 
with the Secretary of Labor on or after 30 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, except that the amendments made by 
section 2 shall apply to applications filed 
with such Secretary before, on, or after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

H.R. 4276 
OFFERED BY: MR. CALLAHAN 

AMENDMENT No. 36: Page 52, line 13, after 
the dollar amount, insert the following: " (re
duced by $29,000,000)" . 

Page 52, line 25, after the dollar amount, 
insert the following: "(reduced by 
$29,000,000)',. 

Page 53, line l, after the dollar amount, in
sert the following: "(reduced by $29,000,000)". 

Page 53, line 6, after the dollar amount, in
sert the following: "(reduced by $29,000,000)". 

H.R. 4276 
OFFERED BY: MR. SANDERS 

AMENDMENT No. 37: Page 101, line 21 insert 
"(increased by $4,000,000)" after the dollar 
amount. 

Page 76, line 3 insert " (decreased by 
$4,000,000)" after the dollar amount. 
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